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Abstract In	 Australia,	 as	 in	 many	 western	 societies,	 repartnering	 is	 a	 relatively	common	experience	following	separation	or	divorce.	The	aim	of	the	present	study	was	to	investigate	to	what	extent	Australian	parents	form	new	relationships	post-separation,	 and	 under	 which	 socio-demographic	 conditions.	 It	 also	 sought	 to	explore	 the	 relationship	 between	 repartnering	 and	 parental	 involvement,	 family	dynamics,	and	family	wellbeing,	and	whether	any	associations	between	each	were	dependent	on	parental	gender	and	post-separation	parenting	arrangements.		This	 research	 made	 use	 of	 new	 longitudinal	 data	 from	 the	 Child	 Support	Reform	 Study,	 a	 national,	 random	 sample	 of	 separated	 Australian	 parents.	Discrete-time	event-analysis	 (the	 first	 stage	of	 the	 analysis)	 revealed	 that	within	six	years	of	separation,	almost	one	third	of	separated	parents	had	repartnered.		Mothers	were	significantly	 less	likely	than	fathers	to	repartner.	So	too	were	older	separated	parents,	and/or	those	who	had	children	in	the	household	–	though	mothers	and	fathers	were	found	to	experience	the	effects	of	these	characteristics	differently.	 In	 addition,	 financial	 resources	 also	 mattered:	 full-time	 employment	and	 home	 ownership	 were	 found	 to	 be	 particularly	 important	 for	 paternal	repartnering.	 Mothers	 on	 higher	 annual	 incomes	 were	 more	 likely	 to	 repartner	than	 mothers	 reliant	 on	 government	 income	 support.	 Furthermore,	 separated	parents	in	households	that	included	other	adult	family	members	had	significantly	lower	odds	of	repartnering	than	households	without	other	adult	 family	members	living	there.		In	 the	 second	 stage	 of	 the	 analysis,	which	made	use	 of	 fixed	 effect	models,	repartnering	 was	 shown	 to	 involve	 both	 benefits	 and	 risks.	 Repartnering	 was	generally	associated	with	improvements	to	parents’	physical	and	emotional	health,	
		 v	
finances	 (especially	 for	 mothers),	 and	 overall	 life	 satisfaction.	 But	 repartnering	was	 not	 without	 its	 costs:	 subtle	 but	 significant	 negative	 effects	 on	 co-parental	communication	 and	 relationship	 quality,	 the	 mother–child	 relationship,	 and	paternal	parenting	time	were	evident.		The	 present	 study	 points	 to	 the	 value	 of	 using	more	 sophisticated	 analytic	approaches	with	longitudinal	data,	and	the	importance	of	including	a	greater	range	of	 post-separation	 parenting	 arrangements	 (including	 shared-time)	 to	 provide	 a	more	nuanced	understanding	of	the	role	that	repartnering	plays	in	shaping	family	wellbeing	following	separation.			
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1. Introduction 
	
In	 most	 western	 countries	 –	 and	 as	 typified	 by	 the	 popular	 television	 series	‘Modern	Family’	–	families	in	the	21st	century	are	becoming	increasingly	complex.	In	 Australia,	 as	 elsewhere,	 children	 are	 growing	 up	 in	 a	 diverse	 range	 of	 family	forms	 (ABS,	 2011).	 While	 there	 is	 ongoing	 lively	 debate	 about	 whether	 some	family	 forms	 are	 ‘better’	 for	 children	 than	 other	 forms,	 important	 practical	 and	policy	 questions	 remain	 about	 how	 children	 can	 best	 be	 nurtured	 in	 different	family	contexts	and	circumstances.		
There	is	now	a	voluminous	literature	on	the	factors	that	impact	on	children’s	wellbeing	regardless	of	family	form	–	most	notably,	parent	wellbeing,	the	parent–parent	 relationship,	 the	 parent–child	 relationship,	 and	money	 (see,	 for	 example,	Pryor	 &	 Rodgers,	 2001).	 There	 is	 also	 a	 vast	 literature	 on	 post-separation	parenting	and	its	potential	short-	and	long-term	impacts	on	children.	Yet	there	is	still	 little	 agreement	 about	 if,	 how	 and	 why	 family	 wellbeing	 changes	 during	subsequent	family	transitions.	
Parental	 repartnering	 is	 a	 case	 in	 point.	 Repartnering	 after	 separation	 has	been	 shown	 to	 confer	 a	 range	 of	 benefits	 for	 parents	 (see	 Chapter	 5)	 but	 the	evidence	in	relation	to	child	outcomes	is	far	more	mixed.	Are	children	more	likely	to	be	affected	by	their	mother	repartnering	or	by	their	father	repartnering?	Is	the	more	 important	 factor	 not	 whether	 one	 or	 both	 parents	 repartner	 but	 the	parenting	 arrangements	 in	 place	 at	 the	 time	 repartnering	 occurs?	 Do	 parental	repartnering	 potentials	 depend	 on	 family	 dynamics,	 family	 finances,	 child	 age,	
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child	 gender,	 parent	 gender,	 parenting	 arrangement	 (including	 shared-time	arrangements),	 or	 some	 combination	 of	 these	 factors?	 	 These	 are	 important	questions	 for	 policymakers,	 practitioners,	 researchers	 and	 parents	 themselves,	and	form	the	focus	of	this	study.	
1.1	Family	Transitions	
Repartnering	 is	 a	 relatively	 common	 experience	 for	 many	 Australian	 families.	Single	 parenthood	 is	 often	 a	 transitional	 phase	 after	 separation	 or	 divorce,	followed	 by	 the	 formation	 of	 new	 adult	 relationships	 (de	 Vaus,	 2004;	 Forster-Jones,	2007).			
Repartnering	 transitions	 can	 involve	 complex	 processes,	 influenced	 by	experiences	in	previous	relationships,	the	ongoing	co-parenting	relationship	with	former	 partners,	 and	 ambiguous	 norms	 and	 expectations	 associated	 with	 ‘step’	and	 ‘blended’	 families	 (Swenson,	 1997).	 	 For	 children,	 changed	 living	arrangements	may	occur	within	both	the	maternal	and	the	paternal	household	and	subsequent	 parental	 unions	 are	 likely	 to	 necessitate	 the	 development	 of	 new	relationships	associated	with	stepparents,	stepsiblings	and	new	union	siblings	(de	Vaus,	2004).		
Given	 the	potential	 complex	 shifts	 in	 interpersonal	 relationships	 and	 social	and	 economic	 resources,	 parents’	 progression	 through	 post-separation	relationships	 and	 courtships	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 influence	 child	 and	 parent	wellbeing	by	easing	some	of	 the	adverse	 financial	and	emotional	outcomes	often	associated	with	relationship	dissolution	whilst	concurrently	introducing	additional	stresses	and	challenges	to	family	functioning	(Coleman,	Ganong,	&	Fine,	2000;	de	Vaus,	 2004;	 Hetherington	 &	 Stanley-Hagan,	 2002;	 Pryor	 &	 Rodgers,	 2001;	Sweeney,	2010).	 	Importantly	for	parents,	while	the	decision	to	repartner	may	be	
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considered	worthwhile	in	the	long-term,	there	may	be	immediate	and	potentially	adverse	impacts	to	family	wellbeing	before	the	benefits	of	a	new	relationship	are	realised	 (Amato,	 2005;	 Aughinbaugh,	 Pierret,	 &	 Rothstein,	 2005).	 	 Repartnering	after	 separation	 thus	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 be	 	 ‘double-edged’,	 conferring	 both	benefits	and	risks.	
1.2	Demographic	Context		
There	is	increasing	evidence	that	changing	patterns	and	the	increasing	complexity	of	 family	 transitions	 associated	 with	 marriage	 and	 divorce	 corresponds	 to	 the	growing	diversity	of	 family	structures	 in	Australia	 (ABS,	2012).	 	Of	all	Australian	marriages	 in	 2011,	 29%	were	 second	marriages	 for	 either	 one	 or	 both	 partners	(ABS,	2011),	and	it	is	estimated	that	20%	of	cohabiting	couples	include	at	least	one	partner	who	is	divorced	(ABS,	2012).		These	patterns	of	partnership	formation	and	dissolution	 flow	 through	 to	 the	 living	 arrangements	 of	 children	 (OECD,	 2012).	Currently	 in	 Australia,	 approximately	 half	 of	 all	 divorces	 involve	 children	 (ABS,	2012)	with	48%	of	divorces	 in	2011	 involving	children	 less	 than	18	years	of	age	(ABS,	 2011).	 	 Given	 the	 likelihood	 that	 many	 Australian	 parents	 will	 repartner	following	divorce	or	separation,	a	significant	proportion	of	Australian	children	will	experience	parental	repartnering	–	an	assumption	supported	by	relatively	recent	demographic	data.		
As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 1.1	 below,	 of	 all	 Australian	 families	 with	 co-resident	children	aged	between	0–17	years	 (2.7	million),	 73%	were	 couple	 families,	 20%	were	one-parent	families,	4%	(99	000)	were	stepfamilies,	and	3%	(91	000)	were	‘blended’	families	(ABS,	2011).1			
																																																								1 This	includes	same	sex	couple	families,	a	small	number	of	families	where	one	or	more	children	had	a	natural	parent	elsewhere	(e.g.	a	foster	child	living	in	an	intact	family,	and	‘other’	couple	families	which	are	not	classified	as	intact,	step	or	blended	(e.g.	grandparent	families	or	families	with	only	foster	children	present).	
	4	
	
Figure	1.1.	Australian	families	in	2009–10	with	resident	children	aged	0–17	
years:	Family	Type	(%).		Source:	ABS,	2011		
Recent	changes	to	the	Australian	census	help	to	identify	non-resident	parents	by	 quantifying	 the	 amount	 of	 time	 children	 spend	 in	 the	 households	 of	 both	parents	 post-separation.	 	 Based	 on	 these	 data,	 it	 is	 estimated	 that	 in	 2009–10,	approximately	21%	of	the	5	million	Australian	children	aged	between	0–17	years	had	a	non-resident	parent	(ABS,	2011),	largely	as	a	result	of	separation.	 	Of	these	parents,	the	majority	were	non-resident	fathers	(83%)(ABS,	2011).		Of	all	children	with	 a	 non–resident	 parent,	 140,000	 (14%)	 lived	 in	 stepfamilies	 and	 110	 000	(11%)	lived	in	blended	families	(ABS,	2011).	 	As	illustrated	in	Figure	1.2,	53%	of	fathers	 and	 47%	 of	mothers	with	 children	 living	 elsewhere	were	members	 of	 a	couple	family,	31%	of	fathers	and	29%	of	mothers	lived	alone,	and	10%	of	fathers	and	22%	of	mothers	lived	alone	with	another	child	(ren)	(ABS,	2011).		
It	 is	 important	 to	 note	 that,	 like	 many	 countries,	 identifying	 the	 different	forms	of	living	arrangements	in	Australia	is	difficult	because	of	the	dynamic	nature		
20%	
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Figure	 1.2.	 Australian	 parents	 with	 a	 natural	 child	 living	 elsewhere:	
Household	type	(%)	Source:	ABS,	2011.		of	 relationships	 and	 reluctance	of	 some	parents	 to	declare	 their	 children’s	 living	arrangements	(OECD,	2012).		Overall,	the	estimates	of	family	transitions	presented	here	 are	 considered	 somewhat	 conservative	 given	 the	 self-identification	 and	coding	requirements	of	data	collection	(de	Vaus,	2004;	Forster-Jones,	2007;	Pryor,	2014),	 as	 well	 as	 the	 constraints	 of	 point-in-time	 estimates	 (Meyer,	 Skinner,	 &	Davidson,	 2011;	 Pryor,	 2014).	 	 There	 are	 also	 no	 current	 statistics	 available	 in	Australia	on	the	number	of	children	who	experience	multiple	parental	partnership	dissolutions,	 including	 the	 breakdown	 of	 subsequent	 de	 facto	 relationships	 or	second	marriages	(de	Vaus	&	Gray,	2004;	Forster-Jones,	2007;	Howden,	2007).		
In	 general,	 the	 lifetime	 prevalence	 of	 parents	 and	 children	 who	 will	experience	life	in	households	that	include	a	non-biological	related	parental	partner	is	expected	to	be	much	higher	than	indicated	in	the	preceding	demographic	data.		However,	 the	 available	 data	 suggest	 that	 a	 sizeable	 proportion	 of	 Australian	families	 will	 experience	 changes	 to	 both	 their	 living	 arrangements	 and	 family	relationships	 during	 their	 lifetime,	 and	 that	 sole	 parenting	 following	 divorce	 or	
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separation	 is	 likely	 to	 be	 an	 interim	 phase	 prior	 to	 forming	 new	 unions	 and	stepfamilies.		
1.3	Defining	‘Repartnering’	
Within	 the	 basic	 family	 types	 just	 described,	 a	 diverse	 range	 of	 structural	relationships	exists	 (Pryor,	2014).	This	makes	 identifying,	defining,	 and	 labelling	families	 in	 which	 one	 or	 both	 parents	 have	 formed	 new	 unions	 particularly	challenging.		Inconsistency	in	the	use	of	definitions	and	terms	further	compounds	the	 apparent	 reluctance	 of	 repartnered	 families	 themselves	 to	 be	 labelled	 or	identified	(Brown	&	Manning,	2009;	Howden,	2007).	 	As	a	consequence,	a	variety	of	 expressions	 are	 used	 to	 describe	 repartnered	 families	 –	 including	‘reconstituted’,	 ‘remarried’,	 ‘repartnered’,	 ‘merged’,	 ‘blended’,	 ‘cohabitating’,	‘reorganised’,	 ‘patchwork’,	 ‘synergistic’,	 ‘combined’,	 ‘instant’,	 and	 ‘social-parent’	families	 (Black,	 Pryor,	 Dunn,	 Zimmermann,	 et	 al.,	 2011),	 Recently,	 the	 term	‘accordion	 families’	 was	 introduced	 by	 Jan	 Pryor	 in	 an	 attempt	 to	 capture	 the	fluidity	of	many	repartnered	family	forms	(Pryor,	2014:	p	5).	 ‘Accordion	families’	are	described	as	families	in	which	membership	of	households	change	on	a	regular	basis	 and	 refers	 to	 the	 expansion	 and	 contraction	 households	 experience	 as	children	 move	 from	 one	 residence	 to	 another	 (Pryor,	 2014).	 In	 Australia,	 the	formal	 operationalised	 definition	 of	 stepfamilies	 provided	 by	 the	 Australian	Bureau	of	 Statistics	 (ABS)	 is	 typically	used,	particularly	 in	 relation	 to	prevalence	and	statistical	data.	
The	ABS	defines	‘step’	families	as	families	that	include	at	least	one	stepchild	of	either	member	of	the	couple	but	no	natural	or	adopted	children	of	both	parents.	It	defines	‘blended’	families	as	families	that	include	at	least	one	stepchild	of	either	member	of	the	couple,	and	also	include	a	natural	or	adopted	child	of	both	parents	
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(ABS,	 2011).	 	 The	ABS	definitions	 take	 into	 account	 various	 stepfamily	 forms	by	employing	language	that	is	inclusive	of	a	range	of	relationships	including	married,	cohabiting	 and	 same	 sex	 families.	 	 In	 2006,	 additional	 coding	 was	 designed	 to	improve	the	identification	of	step	and	blended	families	in	the	Australian	census	by	including	the	ability	to	factor	in	absent	children	into	family	coding	irrespective	of	residency	arrangements	(Foster-Jones,	2007;	Howden,	2007).			
The	questions	used	to	determine	household	structure	and	composition	in	the	2011	 Australian	 census	 focus	 on	 individuals	 who	 share	 households.	 	 An	 adult	member	 of	 the	 household,	 and	 if	 present	 the	 spouse	 or	 partner	 of	 this	 person,	represent	each	household	with	the	relationship	between	all	other	members	of	the	household	referenced	to	these	two	people	(see	Appendix	Figure	A1.1).		The	codes	allow	for	improved	identification	of	stepfamilies	by	identifying	children	of	both	or	either	 the	 adult	 householder,	 or	 the	 householder’s	 partner.	 	 The	 ABS	 Family	Characteristics	Survey	(FCS)	supplements	census	data	about	Australian	families	by	providing	 additional	 information	 about	 children	 and	 their	 contact	with	 a	 parent	living	elsewhere.		
In	this	thesis,	I	use	the	term	‘parental	repartnering’	to	refer	to	a	parent	who	has	formed	a	new	partner	union	following	the	dissolution	of	the	relationship	with	their	 child’s	 other	 parent.	 	 Specifically,	 a	 ‘repartnered’	 parent	 is	 defined	 here	 as	having	a	biological	or	adopted	child	under	the	age	of	18	years,	is	either	divorced	or	separated	from	their	child’s	other	natural	or	adopted	parent,	and	is	currently	in	an	on-going,	‘live	in’	couple	relationship	with	another	person	irrespective	of	whether	the	new	partnership	is	a	remarriage	or	a	consensual	co-habiting	union.		
Although	cohabiting	and	marital	relationships	are	largely	treated	equally	by	family	 policy	 and	 legislation	 in	 Australia	 (Carson,	 2014)	 and	 in	 some	 countries	
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internationally	(Perelli-Harris	&	Gassen,	2012),	cohabitation	is	generally	found	to	involve	lower	emotional	investment,	weaker	economic	alliances	(Lyngstad,	Noack,	&	 Tufte,	 2011),	 and	 less	 stability	 in	 terms	 of	 permanency	 and	 duration	 than	marriage	 (Cherlin,	 2010).	 	 The	 use	 of	 inclusive	 repartnered	 terminology	 is	employed	because	the	aim	of	the	research	is	to	investigate	the	short-term	effects	of	the	process	or	 transition	of	repartnering	as	opposed	to	stepfamily	 functioning	or	structure	per	se.			
While	it	is	recognised	that	the	process	of	new	relationship	formation	may	be	initiated	 some	 time	 prior	 to	 living	 together,	 cohabitation	 is	 recognised	 as	 an	important	 transition	 in	which:	 (a)	 the	dating	 relationship	 is	 redefined	 at	 a	more	intimate	 level;	 (b)	 a	 relatively	 serious	 level	of	 commitment	 to	 the	 relationship	 is	indicated	 (which	 may	 or	 may	 not	 involve	 the	 formalisation	 of	 the	 relationship	through	 marriage);	 (c)	 substantial	 changes	 to	 household	 composition	 and	dynamics	can	occur	as	the	new	partner	is	integrated	into	the	family;	and	(d)	living	together	may	 be	 viewed	 as	 a	 stage	 towards	 remarriage	 or	 represent	 a	marriage	like	 relationship	 (Anderson	 &	 Greene,	 2005;	 Heuveline	 &	 Timberlake,	 2004;	Smock,	2000).	
The	above	definition	recognises	there	is	a	diverse	range	of	possible	structural	relationships	 within	 repartnered	 family	 arrangements.	 This	 diversity	 makes	identifying,	 defining,	 and	 labelling	 families	 in	 which	 one	 or	 both	 parents	 have	formed	new	unions	increasingly	conceptually	and	empirically	challenging	(Brown	&	 Manning,	 2009;	 Howden,	 2007;	 Magnuson	 &	 Berger,	 2009),	 given	 these	definitions	 are	 dependent	 on	 the	 level	 of	 engagement,	 communication,	 and	cohesion	 between	 family	 members,	 as	 well	 as	 socially	 constructed	 concepts	associated	 with	 family	 norms	 	 (Marsiglio,	 2004).	 	 The	 term	 ‘repartner’	 avoids	
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speculative	 assumptions	 regarding	 family	 status	 while	 simultaneously	acknowledging	 the	 importance	of	cohabitation	 in	 the	development	of	new	 family	systems	(Anderson	&	Greene,	2005).		The	term	‘repartnering’	also	recognises	that	the	 process	 of	 parental	 new	 union	 cohabitation	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 influence	family	systems	independently	of	whether	the	relationship	is	ongoing	and	stable,	or	more	transient	(Anderson	&	Greene,	2005;	Cavanagh,	2008)	and	that	the	impact	of	new	 unions	 extend	 to	 family	 members	 who	 may	 not	 necessarily	 reside	 in	 the	repartnered	household.	
1.4	Why	Study	Repartnering?	
For	 separated	 families,	 repartnering	 can	 result	 in	 a	 range	 of	 improvements	 to	social,	 affective	and	economic	resources	 (Marks	&	Lambert,	1998;	Gray,	de	Vaus,	Qu,	&	Stanton,	2011).		However,	new	unions	can	also	adversely	influence	child	and	family	 adjustment	 via	 changes	 to	 family	 relationships,	 communication	 patterns,	and	parenting	practices	(Carroll,	Olson,	&	Buckmiller,	2007).	Children	of	separated	families	appear	particularly	 sensitive	 to	 further	 relational	 transitions,	with	many	studies	suggesting	that	living	in	stepfamilies	is	associated	with	declines	in	a	range	of	 child	wellbeing	 domains	 	 (Bray	&	Berger,	 1993;	 Brown,	 2004;	 Coleman	 et	 al.,	2000;	 Hetherington,	 1999;	 Hetherington,	 &	 Clingempeel,	 1992;	 Hofferth,	 2006;	Jeynes,	2006;	Manning	&	Lamb,	2003;	Pryor	&	Rodgers,	2001).				
Recent	reviews	of	the	divorce	and	repartnering	literature	highlight	the	need	for	 an	 increased	 understanding	 of	 the	 varied	 experiences	 associated	 with	 post-separation	family	functioning	and	the	influence	of	individual,	social	and	contextual	factors	 related	 to	 family	 wellbeing	 during	 familial	 transitions	 (Amato,	 2010;	Cartwright,	2008;	Coleman	&	Glenn,	2010;	Magnuson	&	Berger,	2009;	Pryor,	2008;	Pryor,	2014;	Smyth,	2010;	Sweeney,	2010).		A	‘deficit-based’	approach	adopted	in	
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early	 research	 –	where	 negative	 aspects	 of	 repartnering	 are	 highlighted	 –	 often	neglected	 factors	 promoting	 positive	 parenting	 practices	 that	 contribute	 to	constructive	 outcomes,	 providing	 insufficient	 insight	 into	 the	 diverse	 structures,	influential	processes,	 and	outcomes	associated	with	 family	 transitions	 (Sweeney,	2010).	 	 In	 particular,	 knowledge	 concerning	 the	 interaction	 of	 repartnering,	parenting	practices	and	family	relationships	is	required	to	disentangle	potentially	spurious	effects	of	selectivity	and	prior	experiences	(such	as	former	relationships)	from	 effects	 directly	 attributable	 to	 parental	 repartnering	 and	 ultimately	stepfamily	formation	(Cartwright,	2008,	Pryor,	2008;	Sweeney,	2010).			
In	addition,	there	is	an	emerging	literature	examining	parental	repartnering	within	 families	 where	 children	 live	 predominately	 with	 their	 separated	mother.	Little	empirical	work,	however,	has	examined	repartnering	among	families	where	children	live	mainly	with	their	father,	or	where	children	spend	equal	or	near-equal	amounts	of	time	with	each	parent	after	separation.	 	Are	shared-time	parents	 less	likely	 to	 repartner	 than	 other	 parents	 because	 co-parenting	 requires	 far	 greater	investment	of	time	in	children’s	lives	than	other	arrangements?	Might	shared-time	parents	prefer	to	invest	time	in	their	children	than	in	a	new	relationship?	(Smyth,	&	Weston,	2004).	These	are	intriguing	questions.	
Moreover,	 most	 studies	 of	 repartnering	 outcomes	 have	 examined	 the	influence	of	new	unions	on	parental	(usually	non-resident	father)	involvement.	To	date,	 however,	 very	 few	 studies	 of	 repartnering	 extend	 wellbeing	 measures	 to	include	family	dynamics.		Given	that	families	may	differ	in	the	degree	to	which	the	transition	 is	 planned,	 the	 resulting	 changes	 in	 the	 availability	 of	 economic	 and	social	resources,	and	the	shift	in	interpersonal	relationships	the	transition	creates,	examining	 how	 the	 process	 of	 repartnering	 influences	 family	wellbeing	 across	 a	
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range	of	family	types	using	a	broad	spectrum	of	wellbeing	measures	is	important	because	the	direction	and	magnitude	of	influence	may	differ.	
In	 addition,	 examining	 the	 characteristics	 of	 Australian	 parents	 who	 are	likely	 to	 enter	 a	 new	 union	 following	 divorce	 or	 separation	 is	 important	 as	 it	contributes	 an	 Australian	 perspective	 to	 burgeoning	 international	 research	investigating	why	and	when	people	are	motivated	to	form	new	unions	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	 2003;	 Skew,	 Evans,	 &	 Gray,	 2009;	 Sweeney,	 1997;	 Vanassche,	 Corijn,	Swicegood,	 &	 Matthijs,	 2015)	 from	 which	 several	 explanatory	 ideas	 have	 been	posited.		
Furthermore,	 studies	 examining	 repartnering	 can	 help	 to	 inform	 broader	institutional	and	cultural	contexts	particularly	family	legislation	and	policies.		The	family	 law	 changes	 of	 2006	 are	 a	 good	 example	 of	 cultural	 change.	 Specifically,	since	 1	 July	 2006,	 courts	 with	 family	 law	 jurisdiction	 in	 Australia	 have	 a	responsibility,	 in	 cases	 where	 the	 presumption	 of	 equal	 shared	 parental	
responsibility	 is	not	rebutted,	to	consider	making	orders	for	the	children	to	spend	equal	 or	 else	 substantial	 and	 significant	 periods	 of	 time	with	 each	parent	where	such	arrangements	are	 in	 the	 children’s	best	 interest	 and	 reasonably	practicable	(Smyth,	 2009).	 This	 legislative	 imperative	 aims	 to	 encourage	 both	 parents	 to	remain	actively	 involved	in	their	children’s	 lives.	However,	any	attempt	to	assess	the	success	 (or	otherwise)	of	 this	policy	must	 take	account	of	 the	experiences	of	diverse	family	forms	over	the	lifespan	(Qu	&	Weston,	2010).	
Studies	 of	 repartnering	 behaviour,	 correlates	 and	 outcomes	 can	 also	 offer	insights	 for	 the	 development	 and	 refinement	 of	 theories	 that	 seek	 to	 explain	dynamic	changes	 in	 family	 formation	and	structure	 that	potentially	shed	 light	on	changing	 trends	 in	 socio-economic	 environments	 (Sweeney,	 2010),	 patterns	 or	
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expectations	of	 intimate	relationships	(Lampard	&	Peggs,	1999;	Poortman,	2007;	Skew	et	al.,	2009;	Smock,	2000;	Wu	&	Balakrishnan,	1994;	Wu	&	Schimmele,	2005;	Xu,	Hudspeth,	&	Bartkowski,	2006),	and	step	or	blended	family	 functioning	more	broadly	(Carroll	et	al.,	2007;	Gold,	2009;	Pryor,	2014;	Stewart,	2005).		
A	 contemporary	 study	of	 repartnering	 after	 separation	has	 the	potential	 to	address	many	 of	 the	 above	 emerging	 issues	 for	 policymakers,	 practitioners,	 and	parents	themselves.	
1.5	Aims		
The	 present	 study	 has	 three	 main	 aims:	 (a)	 to	 provide	 a	 contemporary	representative	 snapshot	 of	 the	 demography	 of	 post-separation	 repartnering	 in	Australia	 by	 examining	 the	 prevalence	 and	 correlates	 of	 repartnering;	 (b)	 to	explore	 the	 relationship	between	 repartnering	and	 child	 and	parental	wellbeing;	and	(c)	to	explore	the	relationship	between	repartnering	and	key	aspects	of	post-separation	 parenting	 –	most	 notably,	 family	 dynamics,	 parenting	 time,	 and	 child	support	 –	 and	 whether	 the	 repartnering–wellbeing	 relation	 is	 mediated	 or	moderated	by	these	factors.	
Three	research	questions	guided	this	investigation:	
1) What	are	the	individual,	family	and	household	characteristics	of	Australian	separated	parents	related	to	repartnering	six	years	post-separation?	2) Is	 the	 repartnering	 transition	associated	with	changes	 in	child	and	parent	wellbeing	 in	 terms	 of	 economic	 resources,	 physical	 and	 emotional	 health,	family	dynamics,	and	parental	involvement?		3) Is	the	impact	of	parental	repartnering	on	child	and	parent	wellbeing,	family	dynamics,	and	parental	involvement	contingent	on	parental	gender,	and/or	parenting	arrangements?	
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These	 are	 complex	 and	 important	 questions,	which	 are	 best	 explored	with	longitudinal	data.	Somewhat	 fortuitously,	 the	 recent	Child	Support	Reform	Study	(discussed	more	fully	in	Chapter	6)	includes	detailed	relationship	information	for	recently	 separated	 families	 across	 a	 four-year	 time	 span.	 The	 availability	 of	 this	new,	 representative	 longitudinal	 dataset	 provides	 a	 useful	 springboard	 for	 the	investigation	 of	 the	 repartnering	 transition	 for	 separated	 families.	 These	 data,	along	 with	 the	 use	 of	 advanced	 techniques	 for	 modelling	 change	 over	 time	 for	individuals,	form	the	analytic	backbone	of	the	present	investigation,	and	offer	the	potential	for	new	insights	for	Australian	repartnering	research.		
1.6	Contribution	to	Knowledge	
The	 present	 study	 makes	 at	 least	 three	 important	 contributions	 to	 the	repartnering	 literature	 specifically,	 and	 to	 knowledge	 more	 broadly.	 	 First,	 it	provides	 a	 nationally	 representative	 contemporary	 snapshot	 of	 repartnering	 in	Australia.	It	makes	use	of	longitudinal	data	from	a	large	national	random	sample	of	Australian	 separated	 parents	 to	 examine	 repartnering	 rates	 and	 impacts.		Longitudinal	data	allow	the	process	of	change	over	time	to	be	studied,	and	allow	unmeasured	processes	of	selectivity	to	be	controlled	–	unlike	cross-sectional	data	that	provide	a	point-in-time	snapshot.	A	 recent	 review	of	 repartnering	 literature	identified	 the	 limited	 and	 constrained	 availability	 of	 representative	 population	data	on	repartnership	(Sweeney,	2010).	As	a	consequence,	the	process	of	forming	new	relationships	after	divorce	or	separation	is	currently	inadequately	understood	in	 terms	 of	 identification	 of	 the	 normative	 stages	 and	 patterns	 of	 family	functioning	 within	 repartnered	 families	 (Anderson	 &	 Greene,	 2005;	 Gold,	 2009;	Pryor,	 2014).	 Compared	 with	 other	 repartnering	 studies,	 the	 longitudinal	 data	used	 in	 the	 present	 study	 provide	 a	 large	 nationally	 representative	 longitudinal	
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sample,	a	wide	range	of	 indicators	 that	 incorporate	measures	of	both	parent	and	child	 wellbeing,	 and	 allows	 a	 more	 sophisticated	 and	 robust	 method	 of	 data	analysis	to	be	employed	improving	the	confidence	in	the	findings.			
A	second	contribution	of	the	study	is	that	it	breaks	new	ground	by	examining	repartnering	 in	 the	 context	 of	 different	 parenting	 arrangements,	 particularly	 the	emerging	new	family	form	of	the	shared-time	family.		There	is	mounting	evidence	that	 the	 processes	 underlying	 adjustment	 to	 family	 transitions	 might	 differ	 by	family	type	(Pryor,	2014).		Research	investigating	‘average’	outcomes	for	children	in	repartnered	families	is	therefore	likely	to	mask	the	diverse	outcomes	that	may	be	associated	with	the	wide	variation	in	family	composition	and	dynamics	(Apel	&	Kaukinen,	2008;	Coleman	&	Glenn,	2010).		Most	repartnering	research	focuses	on	families	 in	which	children	primarily	 live	with	 their	biological	mother.	Yet	 little	 is	known	 about	 families	 that	 share	 the	 care	 of	 children	 after	 separation	 or	 where	children	live	with	their	fathers	most	or	all	of	the	time.			
A	final	contribution	of	the	study	is	its	use	of	a	fixed	effect	analytic	approach	to	 differentiate	 outcomes	 associated	 with	 the	 repartnering	 process	 from	 those	related	 to	 previous	 relationship	 experiences,	 family	 structure	 and	 demographic	characteristics	 per	 se	 (Ahrons,	 2007).	 	 This	 approach	 identifies	 features	 of	 the	repartnering	 process	 that	 influence	 family	 vulnerability	 and/or	 demonstrate	resilience	to	change	(Strohschein,	2005)	 including	those	associated	with	shifts	 in	family	relationships	and	parenting	practices.		
In	 sum,	 the	present	 investigation	seeks	 to	 improve	understanding	of	 family	transitions	and	processes	that	impact	parenting	practices	and	family	relationships,	which	in	turn	shape	family	wellbeing	(Cartwright,	2008;	Sweeney,	2010).		
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1.7	Organisation	of	Thesis	
This	thesis	comprises	eleven	chapters.	Chapters	1–5	set	the	scene;	Chapter	6	sets	out	 the	study’s	design	and	methods;	Chapters	7–10	present	results;	and	the	 final	chapter	(Chapter	11)	seeks	to	integrate	the	key	findings	and	offer	some	tentative	conclusions.	
Specifically,	 in	 Chapter	 2,	 I	 provide	 a	 descriptive	 overview	 of	 repartnering.		This	 includes	 international	 and	 Australian	 demographic	 data	 to	 illustrate	 the	diversity	and	prevalence	of	key	repartnering	trends	and	characteristics.		
In	Chapters	3	and	4,	I	 introduce	the	constructs	of	parental	 involvement	and	family	dynamics	respectively	by	reviewing	 the	relevant	 literature	concerning	 the	importance	 of	 parental	 involvement,	 parent–child	 relationships,	 and	 co-parental	relationships	 post-separation.	 	 These	 chapters	 establish	 the	 rationale	 for	 the	development	of	 the	parental	 involvement	and	 family	dynamics	measures	used	 in	this	thesis.		
Chapter	5	presents	a	 summary	of	potential	 repartnering	outcomes	 for	both	adults	 and	 children	garnered	 from	a	broad	 range	of	 repartnering	and	 stepfamily	literature.	 	This	 summary	 is	 then	 followed	by	a	brief	overview	of	key	 theoretical	perspectives	 posited	 to	 explain	 how	 repartnering	 exerts	 an	 influence	 on	 family	wellbeing.			
Chapter	 6	 describes	 the	 study’s	methodology.	 Specifically,	 it	 introduces	 the	Child	 Support	 Reform	 Study	 and	 describes	 the	 survey	 samples,	 procedures,	measures,	and	analytic	design.			
Chapter	 7	 presents	 the	 first	 set	 of	 results.	 These	 results	 address	 the	 first	research	question:	 ‘What	are	 the	 individual,	 family	and	household	characteristics	
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of	 Australian	 parents	 who	 are	 more	 likely	 to	 repartner	 within	 six	 years	 of	separation?’	 They	 constitute	 the	 first	 stage	 of	 analysis,	 and	 act	 as	 an	 important	backdrop	to	the	analyses	that	follow	and,	more	broadly,	to	the	whole	thesis.	
Chapters	 8	 through	 10,	 the	 second	 stage	 of	 results,	 present	 the	 findings	examining	 the	 association	 between	 repartnering	 and	 family	wellbeing,	 including	measures	of	parental	 involvement	 (Chapter	8),	 family	dynamics	 (Chapter	9),	and	child	and	parent	wellbeing	(Chapter	10).		These	three	sets	of	analyses	address	the	research	 questions:	 	 ‘Is	 the	 repartnering	 transition	 associated	 with	 changes	 in	family	 wellbeing?’	 (Research	 Question	 2);	 and	 ‘Is	 the	 effect	 of	 the	 parental	repartnering	 transition	 on	 family	 wellbeing	 contingent	 on	 parental	 gender,	 or	parenting	arrangements?’	(Research	Question	3).		
In	the	final	chapter	(Chapter	11)	I	attempt	to	integrate	the	findings	from	the	four	 results	 chapters,	 and	offer	 some	 tentative	 conclusions	 on	 the	 basis	 of	 these	new	 data.	 	 The	 strengths	 and	 limitations	 of	 the	 study,	 and	 directions	 for	 future	research,	are	also	examined.		
1.8	‘Family	Wellbeing’:	A	central	thread	
The	construct	of	‘family	wellbeing’	is	a	central	thread	that	runs	through	this	thesis.	This	 construct	 has	 its	 basis	 in	 family	 systems	 theories	 that	 focus	 on	 the	interconnectedness	 of	 family	 subsystems	 and	 universality	 of	 family	 function	(Minuchin,	 1985).	 	 A	 ‘family	 systems’	 perspective	 recognises	 that	 while	 each	member	of	a	repartnered	family	can	experience	unique	and	specific	trajectories	of	stress,	 adjustment,	 and	 wellbeing	 (Amato,	 2000),	 the	 influence	 of	 these	experiences	are	also	likely	to	be	dependent	on	the	combined	individual,	family	and	household	characteristics	and	patterns	of	communication	and	interaction	(Amato,	Kane,	 &	 James,	 2011).	 	 For	 example,	 research	 has	 demonstrated	 that	 parenting	
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competency	 and	 coordination	 promotes	 children’s	 development	 and	 wellbeing	(Amato	et	al.,	2011)	and	exerts	a	strong	influence	on	the	quality	of	both	immediate	and	 extended	 familial	 relationships,	 including	 grandparents,	 siblings	 and	stepparents,	across	extended	periods	of	time	(Ahrons,	2007).			
There	 is	now	good	evidence	a	variety	of	 factors	 (e.g.,	parental	 involvement,	life	 satisfaction,	 financial	 prosperity,	 and	 strong	 relationships	 between	 family	members)	promote	physical	and	emotional	health,	child	development,	and	a	sense	of	wellbeing	(Diener,	2006;	Van	Praag,	Frijters,	&	Ferrer-i-Carbonell,	2003).	Yet	we	also	 know	 that	 post-separation,	 these	 elements	 are	 particularly	 vulnerable	 to	further	 family	 transitions	 stressors	 (Amato,	 2005;	 Brown,	 2006;	 Coleman	 et	 al.,	2000;	Hetherington	&	Clingempeel,	 1992;	 Jeynes,	2006;	Pryor	&	Rodgers,	2001).	The	 overarching	 aim	 of	 the	 present	 study	 is	 to	 explore	 the	 extent	 to	 which	repartnering	 undermines	 or	 strengthens	 these	 protective	 factors	 for	 child	 and	parental	adjustment	–	at	least	in	the	short-	to	medium-term	post-separation.			
1.9	Summary	
Modern	 families	 are	 incredibly	 diverse	 and	 dynamic.	 Changing	 individual	 and	societal	 needs	 and	 expectations	 mean	 that	 for	 many	 Australians,	 transitioning	from	a	single	parent	family	to	a	repartnered	family	is	no	longer	unusual.	Despite	an	emerging	 empirical	 and	 policy	 focus	 on	 family	 function	 and	 wellbeing	 many	important	questions	remain	unanswered,	particularly	concerning	the	benefits	and	risks	associated	with	post-separation	relationships.	
To	date,	most	studies	of	 repartnering	 tend	 to	examine	 the	 influence	of	new	unions	on	parental	 involvement	(usually	non-resident	 fathers’	 involvement).	Few	repartnering	 studies	 examine	 other	 factors	 known	 to	 be	 important	mediators	 of	wellbeing	 such	 as	 family	 dynamics.	 In	 addition,	 more	 information	 is	 needed	
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regarding	the	impact—both	positive	and	negative—of	new	parental	relationships	on	emerging	family	types	such	as	shared-time	families.	
Repartnering	is	likely	to	have	complex	centrifugal	‘ripple’	effects	that	extend	over	 at	 least	 two	 family	 households,	 and	 include	 family	 members	 who	 do	 not	necessarily	 reside	 within	 the	 repartnered	 household.	 These	 shifts	 in	 family	dynamics	 and	 parenting	 practices	 may	 have	 important	 impacts	 on	 family	wellbeing,	irrespective	of	whether	the	new	union	is	stable	or	transient.	It	is	these	effects,	experienced	over	the	short-term,	that	are	considered	in	this	study.		
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2. 	Who Repartners and Why?  
	
The	 process	 of	 repartnering	 following	 divorce	 or	 separation	 varies	 greatly	 in	relation	 to	 the	 timing	 of	 repartnering	 and	 fluidity	 of	 family	 membership.	Repartnered	 family	 relationships	 typically	 span	 multiple	 households	 and	 may	involve	 part-time	 household	 membership,	 stepmother	 or	 stepfather	 families,	stepfamilies	formed	after	a	non-marital	birth,	and	stepfamilies	headed	by	same	sex	couples	(Sweeney,	2010).		Identifying	who	is	or	is	not	a	member	of	a	repartnered	family	 can	 depend	 on	 the	 level	 of	 engagement,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 communication	patterns	 and	 cohesiveness	 that	 develops	 from	 the	 structural	 and	 interpersonal	interactions	of	individual	members	(Braithwaite,	Olson,	Golish,	Soukup,	&	Turman,	2001;	Ganong	&	Coleman,	2004).		
This	 chapter	 presents	 a	 brief	 review	 of	 the	 Australian	 and	 international	repartnering	literature.	The	chapter	begins	with	a	summary	of	the	characteristics	of	parents	who	tend	to	repartner	and	the	ways	in	which	these	characteristics	can	contribute	to	the	diversity	of	family	transitions	following	parental	separation.		This	summary	includes	a	brief	outline	of	(a)	the	evidence	base	on	when	repartnering	is	likely	to	occur,	(b)	what	form	the	repartnered	relationship	is	likely	to	take,	and	(c)	a	 description	 of	 the	 individual,	 family,	 and	 household	 characteristics	 that	 have	been	found	to	be	associated	with	new	union	formation	following	separation.		I	then	introduce	 two	 theoretical	 frameworks	 –	 the	 economic	 and	 social	 perspectives	 –	that	seek	to	predict	and	explain	relationship	formation	patterns.	Both	frameworks	have	been	used	 to	 conceptualise	 the	 relationship	between	 individual	 level	 socio-
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economic	characteristics	and	repartnering.		This	chapter	acts	as	a	useful	backdrop	for	 making	 sense	 of	 the	 new	 prevalence	 data	 presented	 in	 later	 chapters	(especially	Chapter	7).		
2.1	Who	Repartners?	Prior	studies	suggest	 that	 like	 first	marriage	transitions	(Hewitt,	&	Baxter,	2012)	the	likelihood	and	timing	of	repartnering	is	typically	shaped	by	a	diverse	range	of	factors	 associated	 with	 various	 individual,	 family,	 and	 socio-cultural	characteristics	 (Hughes,	 2000;	 Skew	 et	 al.,	 2009;	 Sweeney,	 1997).	 New	 union	formation	 is	 also	 increasingly	dependent	 on	 cumulative	 relationship	 experiences	(Poortman,	 2007;	 Skew	 et	 al.,	 2009).	 These	 factors	 can	 act	 independently	 or	 in	tandem	to	influence	a	person’s	attitude,	behaviour,	and	potential	towards	forming	a	new	union	(de	Graaf	&	Kilmijn,	2003;	Hughes,	2000;	Skew	et	al.,	2009).		However,	amid	 much	 complexity,	 there	 is	 an	 emerging	 consensus	 on	 some	 of	 the	 key	characteristics	 that	 influence	 repartnering.	 These	 characteristics	 can	 be	 grouped	into	 three	 types:	 (a)	 individual	 characteristics,	 (b)	 family/household	characteristics,	and	(c)	socio-cultural	characteristics.		
2.1.1	Individual	Characteristics		
Three	 key	 individual	 characteristics	 feature	 prominently	 in	 the	 repartnering	literature:	(a)	gender;	(b)	age;	and	(c)	socio-economic	status	(including	education,	workforce	participation,	and	occupation).			
Gender	 Gender	has	consistently	been	found	to	be	an	important	predictor	of	repartnering.		Men	are	generally	more	likely	to	form	new	unions	following	divorce	or	 separation	 than	women	(Coleman	&	Ganong,	1990;	de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003;	Hughes,	 2000;	 Lampard	 &	 Peggs,	 1999;	 Poortman,	 2007;	 Poortman	 &	 Hewitt,	2015;	Skew	et	al.,	2009;	Wu	&	Schimmele,	2005),	though	these	rates	are	influenced	
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to	 some	degree	 by	 an	 individual’s	 socio-economic	 resources	 and	 responsibilities	for	children	(Ivanova	et	al.,	2013;	Hughes,	2000;	Poortman	&	Hewitt,	2015;	Skew	et	 al.,	 2009).	 	 Canadian	 research	 suggests	 that	 this	 well-documented	 gender	disparity	 is	 most	 evident	 within	 the	 first	 10	 years	 from	 previous	 relationship	disruption,	with	around	42%	of	women	remaining	single	compared	with	28%	of	men	 (Wu	&	Schimmele,	 2005).	 	 Australian	 studies	have	 also	 found	 that	men	 are	most	likely	to	repartner	within	1–2	years	of	separation,	whereas	women	typically	repartner	 within	 3–5	 years	 of	 separation	 (Hughes,	 2000).	 	 However,	 a	 recent	European	 study	 found	 little	 evidence	 supporting	 the	 existence	 of	 a	 definitive	gender	gap	in	repartnering	(Ivanova,	Kalmijn,	&	Uunk,	2013).		This	research	found	that	women	without	children	were	as	likely	as	men	without	children	to	repartner,	concluding	 that	 parenthood	 effects	were	more	 likely	 than	 gender	 to	 account	 for	differential	repartnering	rates	between	men	and	women	(Ivanova	et	al.,	2013).		
Age		 	 Age	 appears	 to	 have	 a	 robust	 effect	 on	 repartnering.	 Numerous	studies	 suggest	 that	 the	 likelihood	 of	 subsequent	 new	 union	 formation	 post-separation	is	elevated	for	younger	men	and	women,	though	the	positive	age	effect	is	generally	stronger	for	men	(Bumpass,	Sweet,	&	Martin,	1990;	Chiswick	&	Lehrer,	1990;	de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003;	Lampard	&	Peggs,	1999;	Ni	Bhrolchain	&	Sigle-Rushton,	2005;	Poortman,	2007;	Skew	et	al.,	2009;	Wu	&	Schimmele,	2005).		This	consistent	 pattern	 is	 likely	 to	 be	 linked	 to	 age-related	 attitudes	 towards	relationships,	and	the	limited	availability	of	potential	new	partners	later	in	the	life	course	inhibiting	repartnering	(Bumpass	et	al.,	1990;	Chiswick	&	Lehrer,	1990;	de	Vaus,	2004)	particularly	for	women	(Ni	Bhrolchain	&	Sigle-Rushton,	2005).			
Education	/	Work	/	Occupational	Status	 	 Findings	 regarding	 the	 influence	of	 economic	 resources	 (education,	 income,	 occupational	 status,	 employment)	 on	
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the	 probability	 and	 nature	 of	 repartnering	 have	 been	 generally	 inconsistent	(Bumpass	 et	 al.,	 1990;	 Smock,	 1990).	 There	 may	 also	 be	 links	 between	 socio-economic	variables	and	the	type	of	new	relationship	formed	following	divorce	or	separation	 (Skew	 et	 al.,	 2009)	 particularly	 in	 relation	 to	 cohabitation	 compared	with	remarriage	(Wu	&	Schimmele,	2005).			
Most	research	to	date	has	found	little	association	between	education	and	the	probability	of	repartnering	(Bumpass	et	al.,	1990;	Chiswick	&	Lehrer,	1990;	Smock,	1990;	 Skew	 et	 al.,	 2009;	 Wu	 &	 Balakrishnan,	 1994),	 though	 some	 studies	 have	found	 links	between	higher	 levels	of	education	and	 increases	 in	 the	 likelihood	of	repartnering	for	men	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003;	Poortman,	2007).			
Employment	 is	 a	 potentially	 important	 predictor	 of	 repartnering.	 Hughes	(2000)	 found	 that	 Australian	women	who	 had	 spent	more	 than	 a	 third	 of	 their	former	marriage	out	of	paid	work	were	less	likely	to	remarry,	while	men	who	were	in	paid	work	at	the	time	of	separation	were	significantly	more	likely	to	repartner	(Hughes,	2000).		Other	studies	have	found	that	employment	increases	the	odds	of	repartnering	for	both	men	and	women	(Poortman,	2007)	and	that	higher	income	for	men	was	associated	with	a	stronger	desire	or	intent	to	repartner	(Poortman	&	Hewitt,	2015).	 	A	European	study	 found	 that	participation	 in	 the	paid	workforce	had	no	effect	on	the	propensity	to	repartner	for	women	but	that	it	had	a	positive	effect	for	men	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003).	Using	competing	risk	analysis,	a	social	interpretation	for	the	positive	association	between	work	and	repartnering	for	men	was	posited,	such	that	employment	improved	opportunities	to	meet	potential	new	partners	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003).		This	study	also	found	that	women	reliant	on	social	welfare	were	less	likely	to	remarry	but	not	cohabit	in	new	unions	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003).				
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Mixed	 findings	have	been	reported	 for	 the	 impact	of	occupational	status	on	repartnering.	 	Sweeney	(1997)	found	that	women	employed	in	high	occupational	positions	were	 less	 likely	to	remarry	than	those	in	 low	occupational	positions.	 In	contrast,	Lampard	and	Peggs	(1999)	 found	that	women	who	were	professionally	occupied	 were	 more	 likely	 to	 repartner.	 	 Contrasts	 in	 findings	 are	 likely	 a	consequence	of	several	key	methodological	differences	between	studies	including	sample	populations,	 definitions	 of	 ‘repartner’	 and	 ‘occupational	 status’	 variables,	and	 analytical	 design.	 Lampard	&	 Peggs	 (1999)	 based	 their	 research	 on	 a	 large,	annual	 British	 survey	 (GHS).	 	 Using	 cross	 sectional	 data	 they	 examined	repartnering	 for	both	co-habiting	and	remarried	participants.	However,	Sweeney	(1997)	 employed	 U.S.	 longitudinal	 survey	 data	 (WLS)	 investigating	 remarried	participants	 only.	 Different	 classification	 systems	 were	 also	 used	 to	 define	occupational	status.		
Housing	tenure	 is	another	 important	correlate	of	repartnering.	 In	Australia,	those	who	rent	were	more	likely	to	repartner	than	those	who	were	purchasing	or	owned	their	own	home	(Skew	et	al.,	2009).	This	disparity	may	be	the	consequence	of	renters	having	more	flexibility	to	accommodate	new	relationships	(Skew	et	al.,	2009).	 Of	 course,	 it	 might	 also	 reflect	 the	 disinclination	 of	 those	 with	 assets	 to	repartner	 and	 run	 the	 risk	 of	 losing	 some	 of	 their	 property	 if	 a	 relationship	dissolves.	
2.1.2	Contextual	(Family/Household)	Characteristics	
Four	potentially	important	contextual	characteristics	related	to	repartnering	have	been	identified	in	the	literature:	(a)	the	length	of	the	relationship;	(b)	the	type	of	relationship	on	separation;	(c)	the	presence	and	number	of	children;	and	(d)	early	family	experience	of	parental	separation.	
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Duration	of	Prior	Relationship	 Prior	 research	posited	 that	 individuals	 leaving	longer	 prior	 unions	 may	 retain	 relationship-oriented	 characteristics	 (Becker,	Landes,	 &	 Michael,	 1977,	 Chiswick	 &	 Lehrer,	 1990;	 Smock,	 1990;	 Wu	 &	Balakrishnan,	1994)	 that	 inherently	 influence	 their	propensity	 to	 repartner	after	previous	union	disruption	(Chiswick	&	Lehrer,	1990).		To	date,	findings	have	been	generally	 consistent	 with	 these	 earlier	 theories,	 though	 again	 the	 findings	 are	sometimes	 mixed.	 	 Some	 studies	 have	 reported	 that	 previous	 relationships	 of	longer	 durations	 were	 significantly	 and	 positively	 associated	 with	 repartnering	following	divorce	or	separation	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003;	Poortman,	2007;	Wu	&	Schimmele	2005),	while	other	studies	–	including	a	recent	comparative	Australian	and	UK	study	–	have	found	no	relationship	between	relationship	history	(including	the	duration	and	number	of	relationships)	and	propensity	to	repartner	(Bumpass	et	 al.,	 1990;	 Skew	 et	 al.,	 2009).	 	Where	 previous	 relationship	 duration	 has	 been	found	to	be	associated	with	the	odds	of	repartnering,	some	gender	disparity	was	nonetheless	evident.	 	 In	a	study	of	2,202	men	and	women	 from	the	Netherlands,	Poortman	 (2007)	 found	 that	 the	 chance	 of	 new	 union	 formation	 increases	 for	women	whose	previous	union	lasted	for	at	least	3	years,	while	for	men	the	odds	of	repartnering	 increased	 when	 they	 had	 spent	 at	 least	 10	 years	 in	 prior	relationships.			
A	number	of	 theories	have	been	proposed	 to	account	 for	 the	 links	between	previous	 relationship	 duration	 and	 repartnering.	 Poortman	 (2007),	 for	 example,	suggests	 that	 people	who	 have	 experienced	 longer	 prior	 relationships	may	 have	gained	 insight	 into	 the	 possible	 benefits	 of	 long-term	 unions,	 which	 are	subsequently	pursued	in	new	relationships	post-separation	(Bumpass	et	al.,	1990;	Wu	&	Balakrishnan,	1994).	 	 In	addition,	Lampard	and	Peggs	(1999)	contend	that	for	those	who	have	experienced	longer	prior	relationships	being	single	or	on	their	
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own	 is	 an	 unusual,	 unfamiliar	 and	 an	 unsettling	 experience	 –	 driving	 them	 to	establish	new	cohabiting	relationships.		Thus,	for	Lampard	and	Peggs	(1999),	it	is	not	 so	 much	 that	 people	 are	 reminiscent	 of	 the	 positive	 aspects	 of	 prior	relationships	and	are	motivated	to	replicate	these	experiences	but	rather	that	they	seek	alternatives	to	the	adverse	experiences	of	being	alone.		
Finally,	 in	 a	 British	 study	 examining	 attitudes	 to	 repartnering	 through	 in-depth	 interviews	 with	 81	 separated	 adults,	 union	 dissolution	 was	 delayed	 in	 a	number	of	cases	by	parents	for	the	sake	of	the	children	(Lampard	&	Peggs,	1999).		Similarly,	an	Australian	study	found	having	children	within	marriage	reduced	the	risk	of	separation	or	divorce	for	both	men	and	women	(Hewitt,	Baxter,	&	Western,	2005).	In	this	way,	longer	first	union	durations	may	not	necessarily	reflect	quality	relationship	dimensions	but	rather	a	commitment	to	family	stability.	Lampard	and	Peggs	 (1999)	 hypothesised	 that	 in	 these	 circumstances,	 those	 who	 chose	 to	prioritise	 their	 children’s	 wellbeing	 and	 delay	 ending	 their	 partnerships	 were	likely	 to	 view	 subsequent	 relationships	 as	 less	 essential	 to	 their	 own	 general	physical	and	emotional	health.	 	When	 these	groups	of	parents	eventually	do	end	the	 relationship	 with	 their	 child’s	 other	 parent,	 they	 may	 be	 less	 motivated	 to	establish	 a	 new	 cohabiting	 relationship	 despite	 lengthy	 periods	 of	 time	 spent	 in	previous	unions.	
Type	of	Prior	Relationship		 Previous	relationship	status	has	also	been	identified	as	a	potentially	 important	predictor	of	post-separation	repartnering.	Recent	studies	point	 to	 the	 importance	 of	 accounting	 for	 the	 type	 of	 disrupted	 union	 when	investigating	the	repartnering	process	(Skew	et	al.,	2009;	Wu	&	Schimmele	2005).		The	 odds	 of	 repartnering	 have	 been	 found	 to	 be	 lower	 for	 individuals	 who	previously	directly	entered	a	married	relationship	(that	is,	did	not	cohabit	prior	to	
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marriage)	compared	to	those	whose	previous	relationship	included	at	 least	some	period	of	cohabitation	(Poortman	2007;	Skew	et	al.,	2009;	Wu	&	Schimmele	2005),	with	 this	 disparity	 likely	 reflecting	 differences	 in	 emotional	 investments	 (Nock,	1995),	and	religiosity	(Skew	et	al.,	2009).		
Children	 The	 presence	 of	 previous	 union	 children	 has	 traditionally	 been	considered	 an	 impediment	 to	 repartnering	 by	 increasing	 the	 ‘costs’	 associated	with	 the	 formation	of	new	unions,	and	 in	 turn	deterring	potential	partners	or	by	influencing	 parental	 attitudes	 towards	 prioritising	 parenting	 responsibilities		(Bernhardt	 &	 Goldscheider,	 2002;	 de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn,	 2003;	 Lampard	 &	 Peggs,	1999;	 Van	 Bavel,	 Schnor,	 Pasteels,	 &	 Theunis,	 2014).	 	 This	 is	 despite	 the	 sharp	decline	in	financial	living	standards	experienced	by	many	resident	parents	(mostly	mothers)	 –	 something	 that	 might	 push	many	 resident	 parents	 to	 pursue	 a	 new	relationship	out	of	financial	need	(Morrison	&	Ritualo,	2000).			
On	 the	 issue	of	maternal	 repartnering,	most	 studies	 focus	on	mothers	with	primary	or	sole	care	of	children	and	the	empirical	evidence	is	mixed.		Some	studies	have	 found	a	 reduction	 in	maternal	 repartnering	when	 children	were	present	 in	households	(Coleman	&	Ganong,	1990;	Ivanova	et	al.,	2013,	Vanassche	et	al.,	2015)	while	other	studies	have	found	no	effect	(Wu	&	Schimmele,	2005).	Both	Bumpass,	Sweet,	 and	 Martin	 (1990),	 and	 Chiswick	 and	 Lehrer	 (1990)	 found	 that	 overall,	women	with	 children	were	much	 less	 likely	 to	 remarry	 than	 those	without,	 and	that	 increases	 in	 the	number	 of	 children	 resulted	 in	 further	 substantial	 negative	effects.		These	findings	have	been	supported	by	repartnering	research	where	prior	fertility	history	was	 found	 to	 limit	 the	 likelihood	of	 repartnering,	particularly	 for	women	 (Coleman	 &	 Ganong,	 1990;	 de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn,	 2003;	 Hughes,	 2000;	Ivanova	et	al.,	2013;	Lampard	&	Peggs,	1999;	Poortman,	2007;	Smock,	1990)	and	
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particularly	when	resident	children	were	aged	less	than	five	years	old	(Ivanova	et	al.,	2013;	Skew	et	al.,	2009).			
There	have	been	 few	empirical	 investigations	 into	 repartnering	patterns	 of	women	 with	 non-primary	 care	 or	 shared-care	 of	 children.	 	 Recent	 European	studies	 found	 that:	 (a)	 in	 comparison	 with	 single	 mothers,	 women	 with	 new	partners	were	more	 likely	 to	participate	 in	shared-time	arrangements	 (Bakker	&	Mulder,	2013);	and	(b)	mothers	with	shared-time	arrangements	were	as	likely	as	non-resident	 mothers	 to	 repartner	 (Vanassche	 et	 al.,	 2015).	 	 The	 researchers	suggest	 that	 time	 away	 from	 children	 in	 a	 shared-time	 arrangement	 is	 likely	 to	facilitate	opportunities	 for	new	relationships	 to	be	developed	 (Bakker	&	Mulder,	2013;	Vanassche	et	al.,	2015).		
For	men,	 the	 impact	 of	 having	 had	 children	 in	 a	 previous	 relationship	 has	been	less	studied.	Again,	the	results	are	mixed	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003;	Stewart,	Manning,	 &	 Smock,	 2003).	 These	 studies	 suggest	 that	 children	 had	 either	 no	 or	negative	effects	on	the	likelihood	of	repartnering	for	men	(Coleman	&	Glenn,	1990;	de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn,	 2003;	 Ivanova	 et	 al.,	 2013;	 Poortman	 &	 Hewitt,	 2015),	 or	conversely,	 were	 able	 to	 positively	 impact	 the	 repartnering	 patterns	 of	 men	(Stewart	 et	 al.,	 2003;	 Poortman,	 2007;	 Wu	 &	 Schimmele,	 2005).	 However,	 it	 is	important	to	note	that	most	studies	rarely	distinguish	between	resident	and	non-resident	children.			
Where	parenting	arrangements	have	been	examined,	again	 the	 findings	are	mixed.	 	 Some	 studies	 find	 that	 fathers	with	 primary	 care	 of	 their	 children	were	more	likely	to	repartner	than	to	remain	single	when	compared	with	men	with	no	dependent	children	(Goldscheider	&	Sassler,	2006).	By	contrast,	other	studies	have	found	 that	 residency	 had	 no	 effect	 (Stewart	 et	 al.,	 2003),	 or	 negative	 effects	 (de	
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Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn,	 2003;	 Ivanova	 et	 al.,	 2013;	 Vanassche,	 et	 al.,	 2015)	 when	compared	with	fathers	with	non-resident	children.		For	fathers	with	non-resident	children,	 particularly	 those	 fathers	 actively	 involved	 with	 their	 non-resident	children,	 some	 studies	 found	 them	 to	 be	more	 likely	 to	 form	 new	 relationships	when	compared	with	men	with	no	children	(Goldscheider	&	Sassler,	2006;	Stewart	et	al.,	2003).	 	These	new	relationships	usually	involved	women	who	had	children	of	 their	 own	 (Vanassche	 et	 al.,	 2015),	 and	 were	 found	 to	 be	 relatively	 unstable	relationships	 (Goldscheider	 &	 Sassler,	 2006).	 	 In	 combination,	 these	 studies	suggest	that	parenthood	may	be	a	positive	repartnering	factor	for	men	(Stewart	et	al.,	2003;	Vanassche	et	al.,	2015).		
For	 men	 with	 shared-time	 parenting	 arrangements,	 the	 results	 of	 recent	European	 studies	 are	 also	 mixed.	 	 Some	 research	 shows	 frequent	 parent–child	contact,	 or	 shared-time	 arrangements	 are	 likely	 to	 limit	 the	 potential	 for	 new	unions	 to	 form	 or	 be	 maintained	 over	 the	 long-term	 (Bakker	 &	 Mulder,	 2013;	Poortman	&	Hewitt,	2015;	see	also	Smyth	&	Weston	2004).		Fathers	in	shared-time	arrangements	were	less	likely	than	resident	fathers	to	have	a	new	partner	(Bakker	&	 Mulder,	 2013).	 However,	 in	 their	 study	 examining	 the	 influence	 of	 parenting	status	on	repartnering	Vanassche	et	al.	(2015)	found	that	shared-time	fathers	are	as	likely	as	non-resident	fathers	to	repartner.	
The	number	of	children	a	parent	has	may	also	be	an	important	determinant	of	 repartnering	 (Van	 Bavel	 et	 al.,	 2014).	 	 Some	 studies	 have	 found	 that	 as	 the	number	 of	 births	 to	 women	 rise,	 the	 probability	 of	 repartnering	 declines	 –	particularly	 for	 those	women	whose	 first	marriages	end	at	 a	 relatively	advanced	age	 (Bumpass	 et	 al.,	 1990;	 Lampard	 &	 Peggs,	 1999;	 Smock,	 1990).	 	 A	 lack	 of	comparative	 information	 makes	 it	 difficult	 to	 compare	 the	 effects	 on	 men’s	
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repartnering	 rates	 of	 given	 number	 of	 births,	 though	 one	 study	 found	 that	 the	repartnering	rate	 for	 separated	men	with	children	 is	markedly	closer	 to	 the	rate	for	women	with	no	children	than	it	is	for	all	women	(Lampard	&	Peggs,	1999).		As	child-related	 factors	 appear	 to	 be	 less	 influential	 for	 men,	 the	 variance	 in	repartnering	rates	between	men	and	women	may	therefore	be	dependent	on	the	extent	 and	 context	 of	 their	 parenting	 responsibilities	 following	 separation	(Lampard	&	Peggs,	1999).				
Early	Family	Experience	 Social	 learning	 theories	 suggest	 that	 earlier	experiences	 help	 shape	 the	 nature	 of	 succeeding	 family	 relationships	 (Bandura,	1977).	 	 For	 example,	 there	 is	 evidence	 that	 childhood	 experiences	 of	 family	disruption	 and	 transitions,	 including	 the	 development	 of	 extended	 stepfamily	relationships	 and	 the	 maintenance	 of	 relationships	 with	 non-resident	 biological	parents,	may	condition	or	prepare	individuals	for	stepfamilies	as	adults	(Sweeney,	2010).	 	 In	 this	way,	 individuals	whose	 parents	 repartnered	 following	 divorce	 or	separation	while	they	themselves	were	children	may	be	more	likely	to	normalise	repartnering.	 In	 doing	 so,	 they	may	be	 both	more	willing	 to	 seek	 a	 new	partner	following	 their	 own	 separation	 as	 adults,	 or	 alternatively	 marry	 a	 partner	 with	children	from	a	previous	relationship	(Goldscheider	&	Kaufman,	2006).			
2.1.3	Socio-Cultural	Characteristics	
Race,	 geographic	 region,	 and	 religion	 are	 three	 socio-cultural	 characteristics	 of	potential	relevance	to	repartnering	behaviour.	
Race	 In	 Australia,	 race	 and	 cultural	 factors	 have	 not	 been	 widely	 studied	 in	relation	to	repartnering.	 	However,	international	studies,	particularly	those	in	US,	suggest	 that	 race	and	 cultural	 characteristics	 are	 likely	 to	 influence	 repartnering	behaviour.		American	studies	distinguishing	between	African-American,	white,	and	
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Hispanic	 participants	 found	 white	 Americans	 were	 significantly	 more	 likely	 to	remarry	 (Bumpass	 et	 al.,	 1990).	 	 The	 effects	 of	 the	 duration	 of	 first	 unions,	presence	 of	 children,	 and	 socio-economic	 characteristics	 on	 remarriage	probabilities	were	 also	 found	 to	be	weaker	 for	black	women	 compared	 to	white	women	in	the	United	States	(Chiswick	&	Lehrer,	1990).		
Geographic	region	 In	 a	 European	 study	 of	 869	 separated	 or	 divorced	 Italian	women,	 Meggiolaro	 and	 Ongaro	 (2008)	 found	 that	 in	 some	 areas	 of	 Italy	 the	likelihood	of	repartnering	was	 influenced	by	 the	cultural	context	of	 the	region	of	residence.	 	 In	more	modern,	secularised	Italian	regions,	greater	social	acceptance	supported	 new	 union	 formation	 and	 factors	 such	 as	 previous	 union	 children	became	 less	 relevant	 to	 new	 relationship	 formation	 decisions	 (Meggiolaro	 &	Ongaro,	2008).		Regional	differences	were	also	found	in	the	United	Kingdom,	with	those	 living	 in	Northern	 Ireland	and	Scotland	having	 lower	odds	of	 repartnering	compared	to	those	living	in	England	(Skew	et	al.,	2009).			
Religion	 Early	 studies	 report	 that	 religious	 orientations	 decrease	 the	likelihood	 of	 remarriage	 (Chiswick	&	 Lehrer,	 1990;	 Sweeney,	 1997).	 	 In	 a	 study	exploring	the	influence	of	individualistic	and	religious	values	on	the	probability	of	repartnering,	 de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn	 (2003)	 found	 that	 religious	 men	 and	 women	were	less	likely	to	repartner	into	cohabiting	relationships	but	not	necessarily	less	likely	to	remarry.		In	2007,	research	also	found	that	participating	in	church-based	activities	in	childhood	decreased	the	likelihood	of	repartnering	(Poortman,	2007).	
2.1.4	Summary	
The	above	literature	suggests	that	a	diverse	range	of	factors	can	act	separately	or	in	 combination	 to	 influence	 a	person’s	 attitude,	 behaviour,	 and	 capacity	 towards	
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forming	a	new	union.	But	 the	defining	 feature	of	 this	body	of	work	 is	 the	mixed	findings	that	pervade	the	area.		
In	 their	 review	 of	 studies	 of	 the	 determinants	 of	 post-separation	repartnering,	de	Graaf	and	Kalmijn	(2003)	noted	several	features	that	restrict	the	generalisability	 of	 findings	 from	 repartnering	 research.	 They	 found	 that	 the	majority	 of	 studies	 analysed	 remarriage	 and	 excluded	 cohabiting	 relationships,	usually	 as	 a	 consequence	 of	 data	 collection	 constraints.	 Internationally,	demographic	data	 in	relation	to	repartnering	also	continues	to	decline	(Sweeney,	2010).		A	second	limitation	is	that	most	studies	in	the	1980s	and	1990s	are	based	on	 retrospective	 life	history	data,	 examining	 the	 chance	of	 remarriage	 at	 several	points	across	the	post-divorce	 lifespan.	 	A	third	 limitation	is	the	small	number	of	independent	variables	used	 in	repartnering	research.	These	variables	are	usually	limited	to	demographic	and	economic	predictors	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003).		It	is	noteworthy	 that	 de	 Graaf	 and	 Kalmijn	 (2003)	 concluded	 that	 while	 these	 early	studies	 provide	 important	 descriptive	 information	 on	 the	 basic	 differentials	 in	remarriage	 (or	 repartnering)	 probabilities,	 the	 literature	 concerning	 the	knowledge,	 and	 the	 theoretical	 interpretations,	 of	 remarriage	 processes	 remains	relatively	rudimentary.	 	Sweeney	(2010)	has	recently	called	 for	greater	attention	to	 the	 potential	 diverse	 structures,	 processes	 and	 outcomes	 of	 repartnering	 in	order	to	improve	our	understanding	of	repartnering	processes.			
2.2	Theories	of	Relationship	Formation	Not	surprisingly	perhaps	given	the	complexity	of	modern	families,	no	single	theory	provides	 resolute	 explanations	 about	 the	 formation	 and	 organisation	 of	 new	relationships	 following	 divorce	 or	 separation,	 with	 many	 studies	 framed	 within	multiple	 and	 interrelated	 theories	 of	 family	 relations	 and	 adjustment	
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(Hetherington,	 1999).	 	 Two	 dominant	 theoretical	 perspectives	 nonetheless	commonly	 guide	 conceptualisations	 of	 why	 people	 enter	 new	 relationships	following	divorce	or	separation.	They	also	generate	differing	predictions	about	the	impact	 of	 men’s	 and	 women’s	 social,	 emotional	 and	 economic	 resources	 on	relationship	formation.			
The	 first	 theoretical	 approach	 –	 economic-based	 theories	 of	 relationship	formation	 –	 emphasises	 the	 importance	 of	 analysing	 the	 costs	 and	 benefits	associated	 with	 (re)partnering	 decisions,	 particularly	 in	 relation	 to	 economic	burden.	 	These	approaches	include	(a)	 ‘exchange’	theories,	(b)	 ‘specialisation	and	trading’	 models,	 and	 (c)	 ‘independence’	 models,	 and	 are	 collectively	 broadly	categorised	as	economic	theories	of	relationship	formation.			
The	second	major	theoretical	approach	to	understanding	repartnering	takes	into	 consideration	 the	 social	 and	 emotional	 aspects	 of	 intimate	 unions	 (Hughes,	2000).	 ‘Social	 perspectives’	 highlight	 the	 complexity	 of	 relationship	 formation,	particularly	in	relation	to	intentions,	attitudes,	and	opportunities	to	find	a	suitable	partner	 and	 include	 ‘marriage	market’	 and	 ‘matching	 resources’	models.	 Each	 of	these	theoretical	approaches	is	now	discussed	in	more	depth.	
2.2.1	Economic	Theories	of	Relationship	Formation	
Economic	 theories	 of	 repartnering	 are	 largely	 grounded	 in	 an	 evolutionary	framework	 which	 is	 predicated	 on	 the	 idea	 that	 individuals	 seek	 out	 potential	partners	with	high	levels	of	resources	to	maximise	their	chances	of	survival	(Daly	&	 Wilson,	 2000).	 	 This	 requires	 assessing	 the	 perceived	 costs	 and	 benefits	 of	entering	a	new	union	including	those	associated	with	shared	household	labour	and	goods,	 improved	 economic	 resources,	 and	 potential	 family	 stresses	 (Wu	 &	Balakrishnan,	 1994).	 	 For	 economic-based	 theories	 of	 relationship	 formation,	
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gender-based	distinctions	of	 family	roles	and	responsibilities	–	where	specialised	investments	 for	women	 include	work	 focused	on	 the	home	and	parenting	duties	and	 for	men	primarily	 concern	 tasks	 associated	with	maximising	 their	 economic	potential	(Becker	et	al.,	1977;	Cherlin,	1992)	–	traditionally	set	the	context	within	which	 patterns	 of	 repartnering	 are	 evaluated	 (Kalmijn	 &	 Poortman,	 2006;	Teachman	&	Tedrow,	2008).		Economic	theories	typically	posit	individuals	will	be	more	likely	to	repartner	if	the	personal	costs	(e.g.,	psychological,	social,	economic)	of	new	union	formation	are	 lower	than	the	benefits.	 	Gendered	differences	 in	the	benefit-to-cost	 ratio	 experienced	 through	 repartnering	 are	 assumed	 to	 be	influenced	by	gendered	family	norms.			
Early	economically-framed	relationship	formation	commentary	hypothesised	that	 home-centric	 gender-based	 roles	 restrict	 the	 earning	 capacity	 of	 women	following	separation	and	provide	the	impetus	for	moving	into	new	partnerships	as	a	 means	 of	 improving	 financial	 security	 (Duncan	 &	 Hoffman,	 1985;	 de	 Graaf	 &	Kalmijn,	 2003),	 leading	 to	 a	 higher	 probability	 of	 repartnering.	 	 Men’s	 higher	earning	capacity,	 combined	with	new	or	 increased	responsibility	post-separation	for	household	tasks	and	child	care,	is	likely	to	simultaneously	intensify	both	their	desirability	as	a	new	partner	and	their	own	need	to	repartner.		Economic	theories	therefore	 predict	 that	 men	 with	 greater	 economic	 resources,	 and	 women	 with	fewer	 financial	 resources	and	 thus	greater	need,	will	be	more	 likely	 to	repartner	(Cherlin,	 1992).	 	 Based	 on	 these	 assumptions,	 financial	 independence	 afforded	through	education	and	employment	would	be	a	 strong	predictor	of	 repartnering	for	 men	 (Ozawa	 &	 Yoon,	 2002).	 	 However,	 greater	 earning	 capacity	 by	 women	would	likely	diminish	an	economic	need	to	repartner	(Chiswick	&	Lehrer,	1990).		
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There	was	 some	 early	 support	 for	 economic-based	models	 of	 repartnering,	with	 studies	 finding	 an	 association	 between	 individual	 factors	 (such	 as	 female	education	 and	 delayed	 union	 formation)	 and	 repartnering	 (Coleman	 &	 Ganong,	1990).	 	 However,	 contemporary	 repartnering	 research	 has	 offered	 only	 limited	support	 for	 these	 theories	 and	 the	 influence	 of	 sex	 role	 specification	 on	 the	likelihood	 of	 repartnering	 (de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn,	 2003).	 	 While	 socio-economic	conditions	following	divorce	have	been	found	to	impact	repartnering	probabilities,	these	 effects	 often	 do	 not	 support	 the	 predictions	 hypothesised	 by	 economic	theory,	 particularly	 for	 women.	 Two	 important	 indicators	 of	 economic	 capacity,	education	 and	 employment,	 rarely	 turn	 out	 to	 be	 significant	 predictors	 of	subsequent	 union	 formation	 for	 separated	women.	 	 Rather,	 the	most	 consistent	predictor	of	repartnering	for	separated	women	is	the	responsibility	of	residential	children.	 	 But	 contrary	 to	 economic	 theory	 predictions	 that	 consider	 maternal	parenting	obligations	to	lower	earning	capacity	and	generate	the	greatest	need,	for	separated	 women	 the	 odds	 of	 repartnering	 generally	 decrease	 with	 parenting	responsibilities	 (Coleman	 &	 Ganong,	 1990;	 de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn,	 2003;	 Hughes,	2000;	 Ivanova	et	al.,	2013;	Lampard	&	Peggs,	1999;	Poortman,	2007;	Skew	et	al.,	2009;	 Smock,	 1990).	 	 Repartnering	 becomes	 progressively	 unlikely	 as	 the	complexity	 of	maternal	 parental	 obligations	 increases	 –	 such	 as	 having	 younger	and/or	 more	 children	 and/or	 the	 majority	 of	 care	 responsibilities	 (de	 Graaf	 &	Kalmijn,	2003;	de	 Jong	Gierveld,	2004;	Goldscheider	&	Sassler,	2006;	Lampard	&	Peggs,	1999;	Meggiolaro	&	Ongaro,	2008;	Poortman,	2007;	Skew	et	al.,	2009;	Wu	&	Schimmele,	2005).			
In	 addition,	 some	 studies	 suggest	 that	 it	 is	 the	 type	 of	 relationship	 (e.g.	 de	facto	 vs.	 marriage)	 women	 entered	 into	 after	 separation	 that	 is	 dependent	 on	socio-economic	status,	not	 repartnering	per	se.	 	 In	one	study	 in	 the	Netherlands,	
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for	example,	women	with	limited	economic	resources	were	significantly	less	likely	to	 remarry	 but	 not	 less	 likely	 to	 repartner	 than	 working	 women	 (de	 Graaf	 &	Kalmijn,	2003).	 	This	preference	 for	cohabitation	over	more	 formal	 relationships	for	 women	 with	 restrained	 financial	 circumstances	 is	 likely	 due	 to	 a	 significant	proportion	 of	 these	 women	 being	 reliant	 on	 government	 benefits	 as	 their	 main	source	 of	 income.	 	 In	 many	 countries,	 repartnering	 affects	 entitlements	 to	government	 income	 support	 by	 altering	 eligibility	 and	 income	 tests	 (Carlson,	Garfinkel,	 McLanahan,	 Mincy,	 &	 Primus,	 2004).	 Policies	 that	 reduce	 parenting	benefits	 within	 remarriage	 or	 cohabitation	 are	 likely	 to	 affect	 the	 relationship	decision-making	 process	 (Carlson	 et	 al.,	 2004).	 	 This	 suggests	 that	 for	 women,	lower	 socio-economic	 status	 may	 operate	 as	 a	 barrier	 to	 remarriage	 but	 not	necessarily	to	new	relationships.			
For	 men,	 there	 is	 limited	 support	 for	 economic	 theories	 of	 repartnering.	Several	studies	find	a	positive	association	between	repartnering	and	employment	and/or	 education	 for	 men	 (de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn,	 2003;	 de	 Jong	 Gierveld,	 2004;	Goldscheider	&	Sassler,	2006;	Poortman,	2007;	Wu	&	Schimmele,	2005).		However,	studies	 in	 which	 the	 ways	 of	 finding	 a	 new	 partner	 and	 establishing	 a	 new	relationship	 are	differentiated	 suggest	 that	 the	power	 of	 economic	determinants	lies	in	their	capacity	to	extend	social	networks	and	improve	opportunities	to	meet	new	partners	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003).		
2.2.2	Social	Theories	of	Relationship	Formation	
In	marked	 contrast	 to	 behavioural	 economic	 theories	which	 assume	 the	 rational	calculation	by	separated	parents	of	the	costs	and	benefits	of	repartnering,	socially-oriented	 theories	 assume	 individuals	 pursue	 new	 partners	 with	 similar	characteristics	 and	 traits	 (such	 as	 age	 and	 education)	 –	 so-called	 ‘assortative	
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mating’	(Blackwell	&	Licheter,	2000;	Gelissen,	2004;	Jepsen	&	Jepsen,	2002).		When	gender	 roles	 are	 neutral	 and	 social	 background	 characteristics	 (including	education	 and	 occupational	 status)	 are	 relatively	 homogenous,	 social	 theories	propose	 that	 the	 likelihood	 and	 timing	 of	 repartnering	 depends	 on	 several	interrelated	 factors,	 including:	 (a)	 the	 repartnering	 ‘market’	 or	 availability	 of	potential	 new	 partners	 with	 suitable	 resources	 and	 qualities;	 	 (b)	 a	 person’s	attitude	 or	 preferences	 towards	 repartnering,	 which	 is	 shaped	 by	 previous	relationship	 and	 developmental	 experiences,	 personality	 characteristics,	 and	cultural	contexts;	(c)	factors	that	increase	opportunities	to	meet	new	partners	via	social	interaction	(such	as	work	and	leisure	activities);	and	(d)	factors	that	support	an	 individual’s	 ability	 to	 continue	 to	 search	 for	 a	 new	 partner	 such	 as	 stable	employment,	 or	 having	 fewer	 or	 older	 children	 (Becker	 et	 al.,	 1977;	 de	 Graaf	 &	Kalmijn,	2003;	Gelissen,	2004;	Ivanova	et	al.,	2013;	Ni	Bhrolchain	&	Sigle-Rushton,	2005;	Oppenheimer,	1988;	Poortman	&	Hewitt,	2015).		Support	for	social	theories	of	 repartnering	 is	 provided	 by	 research	 that	 extends	 the	 contextual	 scope	 of	relationship	formation.	
In	 terms	 of	 the	 significance	 of	 the	 repartnering	 market,	 the	 ‘mis-match	theory’	 introduced	by	Birrell	 and	Rapson	 (1998)	builds	 on	 the	underlying	 social	theory	 of	 relationship	 formation	 assumption	 that	 individuals	 will	 seek	 partners	with	similar	backgrounds	in	terms	of	education	and	income.		This	theory	suggests	that	at	the	higher	and	lower	ends	of	the	socio-economic	range	there	is	a	possible	imbalance	 in	 the	 availability	 of	 suitable,	 single	 potential	 partners.	 It	 is	 this	imbalance	 that	 may	 account	 for	 associations	 between	 an	 individual’s	 socio-economic	characteristics	and	 their	propensity	 to	repartner.	 	At	 the	higher	end	of	the	 socio-economic	 range,	 a	 sex	 ratio	 imbalance	may	occur	 for	high	 income	well	educated	women	 if	 suitable	men	 prefer	 to	 repartner	with	 younger	women	with	
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less	 earning	 capacity.	 Similarly,	 individuals	 on	 low	 incomes	 and	 reliant	 on	government	 benefits	 may	 be	 not	 only	 socially	 marginalised,	 with	 fewer	opportunities	 to	meet	 potential	 new	 partners,	 they	may	 be	 also	 less	 inclined	 to	repartner	 with	 men	 or	 women	 in	 similar	 socio-economic	 circumstances	 and/or	possibly	compromise	government	allowances	(Poortman	&	Hewitt,	2015).	Opportunities	to	meet	or	continue	to	search	for	new	partners	can	also	play	an	important	 role	 in	 the	 likelihood	 of	 repartnering	 given	 that	 social	 networks	 and	participation	 in	 leisure	 activities	 are	 likely	 to	 be	 constrained	 post-separation	(Wallerstein	&	Blakeslee,	 1989).	 	 The	 interplay	 between	 repartnering	 and	work,	recreational	activities,	and	church	as	social	contexts	for	meeting	new	partners	has	been	 examined	 in	 the	 Netherlands	 by	 de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn	 (2003).	 	 Their	 study	found	 that	 participation	 in	 leisure	 activities	 (such	 as	 sport,	 hobbies,	 and	 theatre	and	regular	attendance	at	church)	was	positively	associated	with	repartnering	for	women.		For	men,	the	positive	association	between	repartnering	and	participation	in	 leisure	 activities	 was	 more	 selective.	 	 Although	 sport,	 hobbies	 and	 church	attendance	 increased	 the	 likelihood	of	 repartnering	 for	men,	 frequenting	bars	or	restaurants	 had	 a	 significant	 negative	 effect	 on	 remarriage	 (de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn,	2003).		Moreover,	for	women,	there	was	no	association	between	employment	and	repartnering	whereas	when	men	were	in	paid	work	they	were	significantly	more	likely	to	form	new	unions	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003).			To	assess	whether	the	effect	of	work	was	socially	or	economically	driven,	de	Graaf	 and	 Kalmijn	 conducted	 discrete-time	 event-history	 analysis	 and	 found	employment	 provides	 a	 setting	 and	 the	 opportunity	 to	 meet	 potential	 new	partners	 for	 men	 (de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn,	 2003).	 They	 suggested	 that	 a	 positive	association	between	education	and	repartnering	might	also	be	socially	oriented	in	that	participation	 in	 leisure	 and	voluntary	 activities	 is	 usually	more	 frequent	 for	
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men	 with	 higher	 levels	 of	 education.	 For	 both	 men	 and	 particularly	 women,	children	 from	 previous	 relationships	 had	 a	 significant	 negative	 effect	 on	repartnering	 in	 terms	of	marriage	market	opportunities	 including	 through	work,	leisure,	and	church	(de	Graaf	&	Kilmijn,	2003;	Ivanova	et	al.,	2013).	This	effect	was	particularly	evident	when	children	were	resident	in	the	household	for	the	majority	of	the	time	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003;	Ivanova	et	al.,	2013).		Recently,	 Poortman	 and	Hewitt	 (2015)	 suggested	 that	 repartnering	 gender	differences	might	be	an	extension	of	the	‘two	marriage’	commentary	introduced	by	Jessie	Bernard	 in	her	 influential	 book	The	Future	of	Marriage	 (Bernard,	1982)	 in	which	she	posits	that	the	experience	of	marriage	is	considerably	different	for	men	and	women.		This	approach	suggests	that	marriage	and	marriage-like	relationships	are	 most	 beneficial	 to	 men	 in	 terms	 of	 both	 emotional	 and	 physical	 wellbeing	despite	women	investing	significantly	to	the	relationship	particularly	in	relation	to	child	care	and	household	 labour.	 	 In	terms	of	repartnering,	 this	early	perspective	would	suggest	that	women	may	be	more	sensitive	to	the	balance	between	the	costs	and	benefits	of	entering	new	relationships	following	union	dissolution	(Poortman,	2007).	 	 In	 combination	 with	 significant	 child	 care	 responsibilities,	 previous	experiences	 may	 weaken	 women’s	 preference	 or	 desire	 for	 further	 relational	commitment,	 with	 women	 becoming	 more	 cautious	 with	 regard	 to	 future	‘marriage-like’	and	cohabiting	relationships	(Poortman	&	Hewitt,	2015).	Research	 has	 also	 found	 that	 while	 repartnering	 is	 likely	 to	 be	 more	beneficial	to	men	than	women	(Williams,	2003),	changing	societal	expectations	of	gender	and	family	responsibilities	has	altered	the	role	marital	quality	and	marital	status	 plays	 in	 the	 gendered	 experience	 of	 marriage	 (Williams,	 2003).	 	 Several	repartnering	differentials	including	relationship	histories,	socio-economic	factors,	and	 prior	 fertility,	 have	 well	 documented	 gender-specific	 effects	 on	 the	
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repartnering	process	 (Poortman,	2007;	Wu	&	Schimmele,	 2005).	 	These	 findings	provide	contemporary	support	to	the	gendered	sensitivity	argument	that	women	may	essentially	be	more	aware	of	what	a	new	relationship	entails,	evaluating	the	likely	 benefits	 against	 the	 continued,	 or	 additional,	 liabilities	 associated	 with	parenting	responsibilities,	and	the	development	of	new	interpersonal	relationships	(Williams,	 2003).	 	 For	 women,	 this	 cost-benefit	 imbalance	 may	 temper	 the	motivation	to	repartner.	
Given	 the	 diversity	 of	 interpersonal	 relationships	 and	 family	 contexts,	isolating	 exactly	 what	 influences	 post-separation	 repartnering	 is	 complex.		Recognising	that	this	diversity	has	not	been	adequately	and	coherently	integrated,	I	 propose	 a	 multidimensional	 approach	 based	 on	 a	 modified	 interpretation	 of	Bronfenbrenner’s	 (1979)	 ecological	 framework	 for	 human	 development.		Ecological	models	 have	 been	used	 extensively	 to	 conceptualise	 health	 and	 social	issues,	and	highlight	the	significance	of	the	potential	complex	interactions	between	individual,	 situational	 and	 socio-cultural	 factors	 within	 the	 context	 of	relationships.			
A	multifactorial	framework	can	accommodate	variation	in	the	scope	of	family	dynamics,	the	level	of	parental	involvement,	biological	and	personality	differences,	as	well	as	personal	preferences,	and	positions	these	factors	within	the	social	and	cultural	 contexts	 in	 which	 families	 live.	 	 An	 ecological	 perspective	 of	 family	functioning	 describes	 four	 embedded	 levels	 representing	 individual,	 contextual,	societal,	and	cultural	factors.	This	perspective	is	illustrated	in	Figure	2.1	overleaf.		
Individual	 factors	 reflect	 the	 developmental	 experiences	 and	 personality	characteristics	 of	 family	 members	 that	 potentially	 influence	 an	 individual’s	propensity	 to	 repartner.	 	 Parent	 factors	 include:	 family	 experiences	 as	 a	 child;	
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beliefs	 or	 attitudes	 concerning	 parental	 roles	 and	 commitment;	 parenting	knowledge/skills;	physical	and	psychological	wellbeing;	relations	with	own	family;	socio-economic	 characteristics;	 and	 prior	 relationship	 status.	 	 Child	 factors	include:	attitudes	towards	parents,	behavioural	difficulties,	temperament,	gender,	age,	and	developmental	stage.		Structural	or	contextual	factors	include:	the	degree	of	 co-parent	 conflict,	 support	 or	 co-operation;	 the	 quality	 of	 parent–child	relationships;	 as	well	 as	 the	 level	 of	 involvement	 (economic,	 care)	 parents	 have	with	 their	children.	 	Societal	 factors	 include:	 the	 formal	and	 informal	 institutions	and	 networks	 that	 influence	 behaviour	 such	 as	 family	 legislation	 and	 policy;	employment	 opportunities;	 and	 social	 support.	 	 Cultural	 factors	 reflect	 broad	social	 values	 and	 beliefs	 that	 may	 facilitate	 or	 restrict	 relationship	 practices	including:	gender	roles	and	inequalities;	race	or	ethnicity	resources	or	challenges;	family	 supportive	 attitudes;	 and	 religious	 or	 historical	 traditions.	 	 An	 ecological	perspective	 helps	 organise,	 rationalise	 and	 conceptualise	 research	 findings	 and	theories	 that	 identify	 many	 factors	 contributing	 in	 varying	 degrees	 to	 parental	repartnering.	
2.3	Summary	Gender,	 age,	 and	 caregiving	 responsibilities	 have	 been	 shown	 to	 be	 consistent	predictors	of	repartnering,	though	there	is	some	evidence	that	fathers	and	mothers	experience	 the	 effects	 of	 these	 characteristics	 differently	 (de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn,	2003;	 Sweeney,	 1997).	 Specifically,	 fathers	 are	 more	 likely	 to	 repartner	 than	mothers,	bearing	in	mind	mothers	are	more	likely	to	have	children	living	in	their	household.	 	 Relationship	 formation	 theories	 suggest	 that	 this	 propensity	 for	fathers	to	form	new	relationships	occurs	largely	as	a	result	of	economic	confidence		
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afforded	by	workplace	participation	that	improves	the	likelihood	of	meeting	a	new	partner	 as	 well	 as	 provides	 the	 mechanisms	 with	 which	 to	 fund	 repartnering	endeavours.			
Mothers’	repartnering	potentials,	on	the	other	hand,	appear	to	be	tempered	by	 parenting	 responsibilities	 post-separation.	 	 Having	 children	 from	 previous	relationships	 is	 likely	 to	reduce	the	odds	of	repartnering	 for	women,	particularly	when	children	reside	in	their	household	for	the	majority	of	time.		For	fathers,	the	influence	of	children	is	less	conclusive	with	the	results	to	date	mixed.		
Socially-oriented	 theoretical	 perspectives	 of	 relationship	 formation	emphasising	 a	 ‘market’	 driven	 approach	 to	 account	 for	 repartnering	 odds	 has	some	 empirical	 support.	 Given	 the	 complexity	 of	 families	 and	 relationship	formation	 following	 separation,	 repartnering	 determinants	 are	 likely	 to	 reflect	multidimensional	 factors.	 I	 test	 these	 theoretically	 intriguing	 ideas	empirically	 in	Chapter	7.		
Figure	2.1.	Parental	Repartnering:	A	conceptual	model.		
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Before	doing	so,	I	seek	to	deepen	the	reader’s	understanding	of	three	central	planks	of	the	present	study	–	parental	involvement,	family	dynamics,	and	child	and	parent	 wellbeing	 –	 by	 reviewing	 key	 findings	 from	 the	 relevant	 literature.	 The	second	stage	builds	on	the	initial	investigation	of	repartnering	potentials	by	asking	if	repartnering	impacts	families.	The	next	chapter	(Chapter	3)	reviews	studies	that	examine	parental	involvement	(most	notably,	parenting	time	and	child	support)	in	the	 context	 of	 repartnering.	 This	 is	 followed	 by	 a	 review	 of	 studies	 of	 family	dynamics	(Chapter	4)	and	child	and	parental	wellbeing	(Chapter	5).	These	reviews	are	necessarily	brief.		
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3. 	Literature Review – Part I: 
Repartnering and Parental 
Involvement  	
In	this	chapter	I	briefly	review	studies	of	different	domains	of	post-separation	parental	involvement	in	the	context	of	repartnering.		I	focus	on	two	important	aspects	of	parental	involvement:	parenting	time,	and	the	financial	support	of	children	post-separation	(that	is,	child	support).2		
‘Parental	 involvement’	 is	 generally	 either	 broadly	 defined	 as	 providing	contextual	opportunities	for	parents,	particularly	non-resident	parents,	to	enhance	parent–child	relationships	and	their	parenting	role	(Hawthorne	&	Lennings,	2008;	Qu	&	Weston,	2010;	Smyth,	2005,	2009)	or	defined	more	specifically	 in	 terms	of	participation	in	certain	activities,	or	provision	of	economic	resources	(Finley,	Mira,	&	Schwartz,	2008;	Hawkins,	Amato,	&	King,	2007;	Hawkins,	&	Palkovitz,	1999).		The	 importance	 of	 parental	 involvement	 from	 a	 societal	 perspective	underpins	a	number	of	the	Australian	family	law	changes	in	2006.		Those	changes	sought	 to	 encourage	 greater	 involvement	 of	 both	 parents	 in	 children’s	 lives	following	separation	through	a	more	expansive	definition	of	parental	involvement	that	 emphasises	 the	 role	 of	 parents	 in:	 (a)	 taking	 primary	 or	 immediate	 care	 of	children	for	significant	periods	of	time	(care	time),	including	overnight	care	where	possible;	 (b)	 making	 a	 significant	 contribution	 to	 decisions	 affecting	 children’s																																																									2	Shared	parental	responsibility	(also	known	as	parental	authority	and	decision-making)	is	a	third	domain	of	potential	interest.	But	because	the	data	I	draw	on	in	subsequent	chapters	have	limited	information	on	this	domain,	there	seems	little	value	in	reviewing	relevant	studies	as	a	precursor	to	later	empirical	chapters.	There	are	also	few	empirical	studies	of	shared	parental	responsibility	on	which	to	draw	(Funder	&	Smyth,	1996;	Kaspiew	et	al.,	2009	are	exceptions).		
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general	 lifestyle	 and	 welfare;	 and	 (c)	 providing	 financial	 support	 for	 children	(Family	Law	Act	1975	(Cth)).			Parenting	time	and	child	support	are	examined	here	as	objective	measures	of	parental	involvement.		A	brief	review	of	the	relevant	literature	is	offered	below.	
3.1	Parenting	Time	Although	 most	 large	 scale	 studies	 have	 found	 no	 clear	 relationship	 between	parent–child	contact	frequency,	and	behavioural	or	cognitive	child	outcomes	(see	e.g.,	Amato	&	Gilbreth,	1999;	Fabricius,	Braver,	Diaz,	&	Velez,	2010;	Kaspiew	et	al.,	2009),	 numerous	 studies	 suggest	 that	 spending	 time	with	 children	 provides	 the	necessary	platform	 for	meaningful	parent–child	 relationships	 to	be	established	–	particularly	 when	 parenting	 arrangements	 involve	 authoritative	 parenting	 (e.g.,	listening,	warmth,	 setting	 boundaries,	 discipline)	 and	 participation	 in	 a	 range	 of	day-to-day	 child-focused	 activities	 (including	 those	 related	 to	 health,	 school	 and	sport)	 (Amato	 &	 Gilbreth,	 1999;	 Carlson,	 2006;	 Harper	 &	 Fine,	 2006;	 Kelly	 &	Emery,	2003;	King	&	Sobolewski,	2006;	Trinder,	Kellet,	&	Swift,	2008).	 	There	 is	also	 mounting	 evidence	 that	 in	 comparison	 with	 daytime-only	 care,	 regular	overnight	 care	 is	 associated	 with	 more	 secure	 and	 consistent	 parent–child	relationships	 (Cashmore,	 Parkinson,	 &	 Taylor,	 2008;	 Lamb	 &	 Kelly,	 2009),	improved	 parental	 satisfaction	 (Smyth,	 2005),	 and	 positive	 child	 adjustment	(Lamb	&	Kelly,	2009).	That	 said,	 the	nature	of	 the	associations	and	directions	of	effect	 have	 not	 been	 well	 established	 (Amato	 &	 Gilbreth,	 1999;	 Dunn,	 Cheng,	O’Connor,	&	Bridges,	2004).			
Overnight	care	allows	parents	to	participate	in	a	more	diverse	range	of	daily	routines	 and	 parenting	 roles	 (such	 as	 preparing	meals,	 homework,	 sporting	 and	after	 school	 activities),	 rather	 than	 only	 leisure	 activities	 (i.e.,	 fun	 time	 in	
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‘Disneyland	Dad’-like	 situations)	 characteristic	of	daytime-only	contact	 (Maccoby	&	 Mnookin,	 1992;	 Smyth,	 2005).	 	 Overnight	 care	 may	 also	 affirm	 parents’	 self-identity	 as	 a	 parent	 (Lamb	 &	 Kelly,	 2001)	 by	 allowing	 them	 to	 fulfil	 important	functional	roles	in	their	children’s	lives	(Aquilino,	2006).	Smyth	(2004)	found	that	family	dynamics	in	tandem	with	several	demographic	factors	appear	to	temper	the	form	 that	 parent–child	 contact	 takes	 (including	 the	 occurrence	 and	 pattern	 of	overnight	 stays).	Specifically,	 repartnering,	 relocation,	 radiating	hostility,	 relative	economic	disadvantage,	‘rotten	behaviour’	by	a	parent	(including	abuse,	domestic	violence,	 and	 obstruction),	 and	 regard	 for	 children’s	 individual	 temperament,	resilience,	experience,	age,	developmental	stage	and	wishes,	each	and	in	different	combinations	 can	 play	 a	 role	 in	 the	 form	 that	 post-separation	 parenting	arrangements	take	(Smyth,	2004:	p	125).		
Shared-time	arrangements,	in	which	children	generally	spend	equal	amounts	of	 time	with	 each	 parent,	 is	 an	 emerging	 family	 form	 (Cancian,	Meyer,	 Brown	&	Cook,	2014;	Smyth,	Chisolm,	Rodgers,	&	Son,	2014)	and	has	been	shown	to	confer	a	number	 of	 benefits	 for	 children	 and	 their	 parents	 –	 as	 well	 as	 risks	 for	 some	children	 (Fehlberg,	 Smyth,	Maclean,	&	Roberts,	 2011;	 Smyth,	McIntosh,	Emery	&	Howarth,	 2016).	 	 However,	 despite	 Australia	 legislating	 to	 encourage	 shared	parenting	 in	2006,	 the	benefits	of	shared-time	parenting	over	and	above	regular,	overnight	care	for	children	remains	controversial.	Shared-time	arrangements	can	affect	 children	 both	 positively	 and	 negatively	 (Bauserman,	 2002;	 Fehlberg,	Millward,	&	Campo,	2009;	Lamb	&	Kelly,	2001;	McIntosh,	Smyth,	Kelaher,	Wells,	&	Long,	2010;	Neoh	&	Mellor,	2010;	Smyth	et	al.,	2016).			
Children	living	in	families	with	shared-time	arrangements	appear	to	do	well	when	 these	 arrangements	 are	 mutually	 agreed	 by	 parents	 who	 maintain	 a	
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cooperative,	 respectful	 and	 child-focused	 co-parental	 relationship	 and	 flexible	approach	(Fehlberg	et	al.,	2009;	McIntosh	et	al.,	2010;	Smyth	et	al.,	2016).		Shared-time	 arrangements	 are	 also	 associated	 with	 residential	 stability	 with	approximately	60%	of	children	in	shared-care	arrangements	in	a	US	study	residing	in	their	old	neighbourhoods	or	homes	for	a	substantial	amount	of	 time	following	separation	(Melli	&	Brown,	2008;	but	see	Smyth,	Weston,	Moloney,	Richardson,	&	Temple,	2008).	However,	both	parents	and	children	in	shared-time	arrangements	report	more	disagreements	on	child	raising	issues	(McIntosh	et	al.,	2010;	Melli	&	Brown,	2008).		The	benefits	of	shared-time	arrangements	may	also	depend	on	the	appropriateness	 of	 such	 arrangements	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 developmental	requirements	of	 the	child	and	safety	of	 the	parenting	environments	(McIntosh	et	al.,	2010;	Smyth	et	al.,	2016).		
In	a	recent	international	review,	Nielson	(2011)	concluded	that	across	three	decades	of	research,	the	emotional,	behavioural,	and	physical	outcomes	were	equal	or	better	for	children	in	shared-time	parenting	arrangements	compared	with	those	who	reside	primarily	with	 their	mother.	 	 In	studies	conducted	 in	 the	US,	Europe,	and	 Australia,	 children	 in	 shared-time	 arrangements	 were	 found	 to	 have	 fewer	mental	 health	 issues	 (Breivik	&	Olweus,	 2006;	 Campana,	Henderson,	 Stolberg,	&	Schum,	2008;	Kaspiew	et	al.,	2009;	Melli	&	Brown,	2008;	Spruijt	&	Duindam,	2010)	or	behavioural	 issues	(Breivik	&	Olweus,	2006;	Campana	et	al.,	2008;	Kaspiew	et	al.,	 2009;	 Spruijt	 &	 Duindam,	 2010);	 be	 in	 better	 physical	 health	 (Fabricius	 &	Luecken,	 2007;	 Melli	 &	 Brown,	 2008);	 feel	 more	 satisfied	 with	 their	 living	arrangements	 (Melli	 &	 Brown,	 2008);	 and	 have	 close	 relationships	 with	 both	parents	(Spruijt	&	Duindam,	2010).	Given	that	shared-time	arrangements	can	also	involve	 risks,	 Smyth	 et	 al.	 (2016)	 suggest	 that	 the	 viability	 of	 shared-time	parenting	should	be	evaluated	within	the	context	of:	safety	and	emotional	security;	
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parenting	and	co-parenting	quality;	developmental	issues;	as	well	as	the	nature	of	the	parenting	arrangements	including	practical	or	logistical	concerns.		
3.1.1	Repartnering	and	Parenting	Time	
As	mentioned	earlier,	 for	parents	who	have	repartnered,	the	influence	of	another	adult	 relationship	 and	 complex	 parenting	 roles	 may	 impact	 on	 the	 parenting	arrangements	of	 their	children,	 though	the	nature	of	 these	effects	are	varied	and	the	findings	of	relevant	studies	are	often	contradictory	(Pryor,	2008).			
It	is	useful	at	this	point	to	offer	a	brief	summary	of	recent	research	examining	the	 association	 between	 parenting	 time	 and	 parental	 repartnering.	 To	 date,	repartnering	 research	 has	 largely	 focused	 on	 non-resident	 father	 involvement.	While	much	has	been	written	 about	 shared-time	 in	 recent	 years,	 there	has	been	little	investigation	into	the	impact	of	new	partners	on	these	arrangements.	
3.1.1.1	Paternal	Repartnering	There	 is	 considerable	 evidence	 that	 non-resident	 fathers’	 new	 unions	 are	associated	 with	 a	 reduction	 in	 parent–child	 contact	 (Carlson,	 McLanahan,	 &	Brooks-Gunn,	 2008;	 Flouri,	 2006;	 Manning	 &	 Smock,	 1999;	 Seltzer,	 1991;	Stephens,	 1996;	 Stewart,	 1999;	 Swiss	 &	 Le	 Bourdais,	 2009)	 and	 positive	engagement	 with	 children	 (Gibson-Davis,	 2008)	 in	 comparison	 with	 separated	fathers	who	remain	single	–	though	the	type	and	timing	of	these	new	relationships	appears	important	(Cooksey	&	Craig,	1998;	Juby,	Billette,	Laplante,	&	Le	Bourdais,	2007).	 	For	example,	a	2007	Canadian	 longitudinal	study	of	approximately	1,000	children	found	that	non-resident	father–child	contact	is	significantly	reduced	when	paternal	 repartnering	 closely	 follows	 separation,	 presumably	 before	 the	establishment	of	the	parent–child	post-separation	relationship	(Juby,	et	al.,	2007).			
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The	long-term	impact	of	repartnering	on	relationships	with	adult	children	is	less	 conclusive.	 Earlier	 research	 investigating	 non-resident	 fathers’	 relationship	with	 their	 adult	 children	 found	 that	 adult	 children	 of	 remarried	 fathers	 report	higher	 levels	 of	 contact	 and	 support	 than	 children	 of	 fathers	 who	 had	 not	remarried	 (Aquilino,	 2006).	 	 The	 findings	 suggest	 that	 the	 reduction	 in	 contact	following	paternal	repartnering	is	perhaps	relatively	short-term,	provided	that	the	new	 union	 is	 both	 stable	 and	 enduring	 (Aquilino,	 2006).	 	 This	 conclusion	 is	supported	 by	 research	 that	 indicates	 the	 stability	 of	 fathers’	 new	 unions	 is	 of	particular	importance.	Fathers	who	are	in	remarried	relationships	are	more	likely	to	 see	 their	 children	 than	 cohabiting	 or	 single	 fathers	 (Cooksey	 &	 Craig,	 1998;	Garasky,	 Stewart,	 Gundersen,	 &	 Lohman,	 2010).	 	 However,	 recent	 research	challenges	 these	 findings	 with	 regard	 to	 the	 long-term	 or	 cumulative	 positive	effects	of	repartnering	on	the	father–child	relationship.	Kalmijn	(2015)	found	that	compared	 to	 adult	 children	 of	 single,	 divorced	 fathers,	 adult	 children	 of	repartnered	 fathers	 have	 less	 involvement	 with	 their	 father,	 particularly	 if	 the	divorce	occurred	when	they	were	young	(i.e.	less	than	18	years	old).			
Other	studies	have	found	that	while	repartnering	by	non-resident	fathers	had	no	effect	on	parent–child	contact	(Manning,	Stewart,	&	Smock,	2003;	Tach,	Mincy,	&	Edin,	2010),	new	biological	children	are	likely	to	limit	the	frequency	of	contact	(Manning	et	al.,	2003).		In	their	investigation	of	649	fathers’	involvement	with	non-resident	 children,	Manning,	 Stewart	 and	 Smock	 (2003)	 found	 that	 although	 new	unions	 did	 not	 appear	 to	 affect	 paternal	 contact	with	 non-resident	 children,	 the	additional	 complexities	 associated	 with	 children	 born	 into	 the	 new	 union	significantly	reduced	non-resident	fathers’	involvement	with	children.			
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A	 number	 of	 explanations	 for	 why	 repartnering	 may	 impact	 non-resident	paternal	 involvement	have	been	posited	 including	 the	 ‘swapping	 families’	 theory	developed	by	Furstenberg	and	Cherlin	(1991)	(see	Manning	&	Smock,	1999,	2000).	This	 theory	 posits	 that	 non-primary	 care	 fathers	 may	 shift	 their	 focus	 to	 new	partners	and	families.	According	to	this	theory,	non-primary	care	fathers	come	to	view	 partners	 and	 children	 as	 a	 ‘package	 deal’	 (Stephens,	 1996)	 and	 as	 such	prioritise	 their	 time	 and	 support	 towards	 new	 families	 and	 responsibilities	(Kalmijn,	2015).		
An	 alternative	 explanation	 emphasises	 the	 role	 of	 primary	 care	 mothers,	some	 of	 whom	 may	 perceive	 the	 new	 paternal	 relationship	 as:	 (a)	 potentially	threatening	 to	 their	 own	 parenting	 role	 and	 self-identity,	 and/or	 (b)	 having	 a	negative	 impact	 on	 their	 child’s	 wellbeing.	 	 In	 these	 circumstances,	 maternal	attitudes	 and	 behaviours	 may	 influence	 the	 quality	 of	 paternal	 involvement	 by	restricting	opportunities	for	fathers	to	participate	in	the	day-to-day	decisions	and	activities	of	 their	 child.	 	This	 is	 commonly	 referred	 to	as	maternal	 ‘gate-keeping’	behaviour	(Allen	&	Hawkins,	1999).		
Very	 few	 studies	 examine	 changes	 to	 parental	 involvement	 in	 shared-time	families	or	where	children	reside	predominately	with	 their	 father.	 	A	study	 from	the	U.S.	National	Longitudinal	Study	of	Adolescent	Health	of	294	adolescents	living	with	resident	 fathers	 found	that	children	maintain	a	close	relationship	with	their	non-resident	 mother	 when	 their	 father	 remarries,	 and	 that	 these	 bonds	 were	significantly	influential	for	positive	child	outcomes	(King,	2007).		
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3.1.1.2	Maternal	Repartnering	Most	 studies	 of	 maternal	 repartnering	 focus	 on	 the	 impact	 on	 non-resident	paternal	 involvement.	 As	 with	 paternal	 repartnering,	 the	 findings	 for	 changing	levels	of	non-resident	father	involvement	when	mothers	repartner	is	inconsistent.		
Some	studies	in	the	US	have	found	that	if	a	mother	repartners,	the	likelihood	and	frequency	of	non-resident	father	contact	with	children	decreases	–	though	the	level	of	effect	may	be	contingent	on	the	timing	of	the	maternal	repartnering	event	and	the	age	of	the	child	(Amato,	Meyers,	&	Emery,	2009;	Berger,	Cancian,	&	Meyer,	2012;	Carlson	et	al.,	2008;	Furstenberg,	Nord,	Peterson,	&	Zill,	1983;	Guzzo,	2009;	Juby	 et	 al.,	 2007;	 Seltzer,	 1991;	 Stewart,	 2010;	 Tach	 et	 al.,	 2010).	 	 A	 recent	Canadian	study	found	mothers’	new	unions	adversely	affected	paternal	parenting	time	 particularly	 if	 formed	 within	 two	 years	 of	 separation	 (Juby	 et	 al.,	 2007).			Tach,	 Mincy	 and	 Edin’s	 (2010)	 analysis	 of	 the	 U.S.	 Fragile	 Families	 and	 Child	Wellbeing	study,	which	follows	a	cohort	of	5,000	children	born	between	1998	and	2000,	 found	 that	 non-resident	 father	 involvement	 declined	 significantly	 when	mothers	 moved	 into	 new	 romantic	 relationships;	 this	 effect	 was	 stronger	 for	parents	with	young	children.		
In	 contrast,	 other	 research	 found	 no	 relationship	 between	 mothers’	partnership	 status	 and	 non-resident	 fathers’	 involvement	 with	 their	 children	(Cheadle,	 Amato,	 &	 King,	 2010;	 Flouri,	 2006;	 Garasky	 et	 al.,	 2010;	 Manning	 &	Smock,	1999;	Peters,	Argys,	Howard,	&	Butler,	2004;	Stephens,	1996)	or	that	time	with	non-resident	fathers	increases	following	maternal	repartnering.		For	example,	in	 one	 US	 study	 (Aquilino,	 2006),	 young	 adult	 children	 of	 separated	 parents	reported	 higher	 levels	 of	 contact	 with	 non-resident	 fathers	 following	 maternal	repartnering	 in	 adolescence	 or	 early	 adulthood.	 Aquilino	 (2006)	 speculated	 that	
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older	 children	 might	 compensate	 for	 the	 increasing	 relational	 complexity	 in	maternal	households	accompanying	remarriage	by	spending	more	time	with	their	fathers.	
Little	information	is	available	examining	the	effects	of	maternal	repartnering	on	maternal	involvement	with	children.	Findings	from	one	study	indicated	that	the	presence	of	 a	new	cohabiting	partner	was	not	 associated	with	 resident	mothers’	levels	 of	 positive	 engagement	 with	 their	 young	 children	 (Gibson-Davis,	 2008).	Stewart’s	(1999)	examination	of	non-resident	parents’	social	contact	with	children	(whose	 sample	 included	 both	 non-resident	 fathers	 and	 non-resident	 mothers)	found	that	repartnering	was	associated	with	significantly	less	parenting	time.		
3.1.2	Correlates	of	Parenting	Time	
Several	 factors	 have	 been	 found	 to	 be	 associated	 with	 the	 time	 parents	(particularly	non-resident	parents)	share	with	their	children	following	separation.	These	factors	include:	(a)	parent	characteristics;	(b)	child	characteristics;	(c)	age	of	child	 at	 separation;	 (d)	 relationship	 commitment;	 (e)	 duration	 of	 separation;	 (f)	distance	 between	 parent	 residences;	 and	 (g)	 Australian	 family	 policy	 and	legislation.	
Parent	Characteristics		 Parental	 gender	 is	 one	 of	 the	 most	 salient	characteristics	 influencing	 contact	with	 children	 following	 separation	or	divorce.		Studies	in	which	gender	differences	in	parental	involvement	have	been	examined	have	found	non-resident	mothers	and	non-resident	fathers	differ	in	both	the	level	and	 type	 of	 their	 involvement	with	 children.	 	 Compared	 to	 non-resident	 fathers,	non-resident	 mothers	 are	more	 likely	 to	 establish	 and	maintain	 regular	 contact	and	 quality	 relationships	 with	 their	 children	 and	 these	 relationships	 provide	support,	 better	 communication,	 and	 a	 high	 degree	 of	 emotional	 resources	
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(Furstenberg	et	al.,	1983;	Gunnoe	&	Hetherington,	2004;	Stewart,	1999).	Gender	is	an	 important	correlate	of	post-separation	parenting	 time	but	 it	also	 intersects	 in	potentially	 complex	 ways	 with	 many	 social	 correlates	 likely	 to	 be	 at	 play	 (e.g.,	education	 and	 paid	 work	 operate	 differently	 for	 men	 and	 women).	 Much	 more	could	be	said	and	explored	about	these	complex	intersections.	Future	work	will	do	so.		
The	 level	 of	 parental	 education	 has	 been	 found	 to	 be	 positively	 associated	with	non-resident	paternal	parenting	time	following	separation	(Cooksey	&	Craig,	1998;	 Juby	 et	 al.,	 2007;	 Seltzer,	 1991;	 Stephens,	 1996).	 This	 association	 may	reflect:	(a)	an	acceptance,	or	knowledge,	of	social	norms	by	educated	fathers	about	the	 importance	 of	 father	 involvement	 in	 children’s	 lives;	 (b)	 possible	 access	 to	greater	economic	resources	(income)	afforded	by	higher	education	that	makes	the	logistical	 components	of	maintaining	contact	with	children	easier	 (Cheadle	et	al.,	2010;	Swiss	&	Le	Bourdais,	2009);	and/or	(c)	maternal	involvement	in	the	labour	force	(therefore	less	time	available	for	child	care)	influencing	the	need	for	fathers	to	share	the	care	of	children	following	separation	(Juby	et	al.,	2007).	
The	 empirical	 data	 generally	 suggest	 that	 paternal	 age	 is	 positively	associated	with	 the	 frequency	of	 contact	 for	non-resident	 fathers	 (Cheadle	 et	 al.,	2010;	 Manning	 et	 al.,	 2003).	 	 Younger	 non-resident	 fathers	 tend	 to	 have	 less	involvement	with	their	children	than	older	non-resident	fathers,	which	may	be	due	to	 younger	 fathers	 lower	 levels	 of	 emotional	 maturity,	 incomes,	 and/or	 their	ability	to	maintain	stable	relationships	(Amato	et	al.,	2009).	
Child	Characteristics	 	 Studies	 examining	 the	 influence	 of	 child	 gender	 on	parental	involvement	have	found	mixed	results.	Some	studies	have	found	that	non-resident	fathers	are	more	likely	to	have	regular	contact	with	daughters	(Cooksey	&	
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Craig,	1998;	Seltzer,	1991)	while	other	studies	have	found	higher	levels	of	contact	between	 non-resident	 fathers	 and	 their	 sons	 (Hetherington,	 1993)	 or	 no	 links	between	gender	and	father–child	contact	(Amato	et	al.,	2009).	Improved	analytical	techniques	 that	 help	 control	 for	 heterogeneity	 bias,	 as	 well	 as	 access	 to	 recent	longitudinal	 national	 data	 employed	 in	 contemporary	 research	may	 account	 for	some	 of	 these	 disparities.	 If	 gender	 differences	 in	 contact	 are	 apparent	 in	 early	childhood	 they	 are	 expected	 to	weaken	 as	 children	 get	 older	 and	 become	more	autonomous	 (Peters	 &	 Ehrenberg,	 2008).	 	 Amato	 et	 al.	 (2009)	 speculate	 that	potential	gender	disparities	in	non-resident	father	contact	in	families	with	younger	children	 may	 exist	 because	 fathers	 share	 more	 interests	 with	 sons,	 mothers	encourage	 fathers	 to	 interact	 more	 with	 sons,	 and/or	 fathers	 feel	 obligated	 to	provide	male	role	models	for	their	sons.		
Age	of	Child	at	Separation	 When	 separation	 occurs	 early	 in	 a	 child’s	 life	 the	opportunities	 to	 establish	 emotional	 bonds	 may	 be	 reduced,	 increasing	 the	likelihood	 that	 contact	 will	 become	 less	 frequent	 (Aquilino,	 2006;	 Schwartz	 &	Finley,	2006;	Seltzer	&	Bianchi,	1988;	Stephens,	1996;	Stewart,	1999).	 	Parenting	time	also	was	found	to	decrease	as	children	mature	(Peters	et	al.,	2004).			
Relationship	Commitment		 	 Non-resident	fathers	who	have	demonstrated	a	commitment	 to	 the	 relationship	 with	 their	 child’s	 mother	 through	 marriage	 or	cohabitation	 are	 more	 likely	 to	 maintain	 ongoing	 contact	 with	 their	 children	following	 separation	 than	 non-resident	 fathers	 who	 were	 not	 in	 a	 cohabiting	relationship	 at	 the	 time	 of	 birth	 (Amato	 et	 al.,	 2009;	 Aquilino,	 2006;	 Cooksey	&	Craig,	1998;	Marsiglio,	Amato,	Day,	&	Lamb,	2000;	Pryor,	2008;	Seltzer,	1991;	Tach	et	al.,	2010).		
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Duration	of	Separation		 	 The	 duration	 of	 separation	 has	 been	consistently	 and	 negatively	 associated	 with	 frequency	 of	 contact	 between	 non-resident	 fathers	 and	 their	 children	 (Cheadle	 et	 al.,	 2010;	Cooksey	&	Craig,	 1998;	Garasky	 et	 al.,	 2010;	 Hetherington	 &	 Stanley-Hagan,	 2002;	 Manning	 &	 Smock,	1999;	Seltzer	&	Bianchi,	1988;	Stephens,	1996;	Swiss	&	Le	Bourdais,	2009).	
Distance	between	Parent’s	Residences		 	 It	is	estimated	that	in	the	US	25%	to	 45%	 of	 resident	 parents	 relocate	 within	 two	 years	 of	 separation	 (Booth	 &	Amato,	 2001;	 Braver,	 Ellman,	 &	 Fabricius,	 2003).	 Substantial	 distances	 between	parents	 and	 their	 children	 create	 barriers	 to	 the	 development	 of	 close	 non-resident	parent–child	relationships	by	limiting	the	amount	of	time	children	spend	with	 both	 parents	 (Ahrons	 &	 Tanner,	 2003;	 Cheadle	 et	 al.,	 2010;	 Kelly,	 2007;	Manning	 &	 Smock,	 1999;	 Peters	 et	 al.,	 2004;	 Swiss	 &	 Le	 Bourdais,	 2009).	 The	impact	 associated	 with	 increasing	 distances	 between	 parent	 residences	 may	 be	further	 exacerbated	 by	 limited	 socio-economic	 resources,	 co-parental	 conflict,	competing	 employment	 commitments,	 and	 reliance	 on	 public	 transport	 systems	(Kelly,	2007).			
Australian	Family	Policy	and	Legislation		 	 In	 Australia,	 family	 policy	supports	and	encourages	separated	parents	 to	share	 the	parenting	responsibility	of	their	children	(Fehlberg	et	al.,	2009;	Peters	et	al.,	2004;	Smyth,	2009).	Australian	family	law	recognises	that	children	have	the	right	to	know	and	be	cared	for,	and	to	spend	 time	 and	 communicate	 with,	 both	 their	 parents	 except	 when	 contrary	 to	their	best	interests	(see	FLA	1975	(Cth)	Section	60B(2)(a)	and	(b)).		
3.2	Child	Support	Child	 support	 (or	 ‘child	maintenance’)	 is	 the	 payment	 that	 non-resident	 parents	(mostly	 fathers)	make	 towards	 the	 costs	 of	 raising	 their	 children	 after	 parental	
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separation.	 It	 is	 recognised	 as	 the	 parental	 obligation	 to	 contribute	 financial	resources	 toward	 the	 care	 of	 children	 following	 separation	 or	 divorce	 (Smyth,	2010),	and	its	governance	generally	reflects	the	values	and	principles	that	underlie	a	 society’s	 understanding	 of	 families	 and	 child	 welfare	 (Alstott,	 2010;	 Ellman	 &	Ellman,	 2008;	 Funder	&	 Smyth,	 1996;	 Smyth	&	Weston,	 2004;	Waller	&	 Plotnik,	2001).	In	Australia,	pursuant	to	s.66C(1)	of	the	Family	Law	Act	1975,	parents	have	a	‘primary	duty’	to	maintain	their	children.		For	the	past	three	decades,	the	Australian	Child	Support	Scheme	(CSS)	–	now	called	 the	 Child	 Support	 Program	 –	 has	 buttressed	 this	 moral	 and	 legislative	mandate.	 The	 Scheme	 aims	 to	 ensure	 that	 children	 continue	 to	 be	 supported	financially	by	both	parents,	should	their	parents	separate	or	never	live	together.	It	currently	 affects	 around	 1.4	 million	 separated	 parents	 and	 1.2	 million	 children	across	 Australia.	 The	 Scheme	 involves	 (a)	 administrative	 formulaic	 assessment,	and	 (b)	 the	 collection	 (and	 enforcement)	 of	 child	 support	 by	 the	Department	 of	Human	 Services	 (DHS)–Child	 Support	 Program	 (formerly	 the	 Child	 Support	Agency:	CSA)	or	by	private	 transfer	 (Smyth,	Vnuk,	Rodgers,	&	Son,	2014).	 In	 the	vast	majority	of	cases,	child	support	is	determined	by	administrative	assessment.	Collection	and	transfer,	on	the	other	hand,	involves	roughly	a	50/50	split	between	cases	in	which	the	government	collects	and	transfers	child	support	(‘CSA	Collect’	–	that	 is,	 state-enforced	 transfers),	 and	 cases	 in	 which	 parents	 make	 their	 own	arrangements	 for	 the	 transfer	 of	 child	 support	 (‘Private	 Collect’	 –	 that	 is,	 self-enforced	transfers)	(46%	vs.	54%)	(CSA,	2014).	Child	 support	 can	 be	 an	 important	 resource	 for	 children	 who	 experience	family	 disruption	 (Seltzer,	 1994).	 The	 positive	 association	 between	 reliable	payment	of	child	support	and	children’s	short-	and	long-term	wellbeing	following	divorce	or	separation	is	well	documented	(Amato	&	Gilbreth,	1999).		Child	support	
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has	 been	 found	 to	 be	 an	 important	 correlate	 of	 children’s	 cognitive	 skills,	emotional	 and	 behavioural	 development,	 and	 academic	 achievement	 (Amato	 &	Gilbreth,	1999;	Argys,	Peters,	Brooks-Gunn,	&	Smith,	1998;	Cook,	Davis,	&	Davies,	2008;	Furstenberg,	Morgan,	&	Allison,	1987;	Greene	&	Moore,	2000;	Knox,	1996).	Taken	together,	 the	research	findings	suggest	 that	the	 link	between	various	measures	of	child	wellbeing	and	the	provision	of	ongoing	financial	support	by	both	parents	 post-separation	 can	 largely	 be	 attributed	 to	 improvements	 in	 children’s	standard	 of	 living	 via	 quality	 child	 care,	 better	 housing	 circumstances,	 access	 to	appropriate	health	services,	as	well	as	higher	standards	of	education	and	sporting	opportunities		(Argys	et	al.,	1998;	Seltzer,	1994).		Child	support	may	also	improve	family	 wellbeing	 by	 reducing	 parental	 stress	 associated	with	 financial	 hardship,	which	 in	 turn	 enhances	 the	 quality	 of	 parenting,	 improves	 or	 maintains	collaborative	 family	 relationships,	 and	 augments	 the	 continued	 involvement	 of	non-resident	parents	in	the	lives	of	their	children	(Amato	et	al.,	2009;	Argys	et	al.,	1998;	 Aquilino,	 2006;	 Garasky	 et	 al.,	 2010;	 Huang,	 2009;	 Nepomnyaschy,	 2007;	Peters	et	al.,	2004;	Seltzer,	1991).		For	children,	child	support	may	also	symbolise	their	 non-resident	 parents’	 continued	 care	 and	 concern	 (Argys	 et	 al.,	 1998;	Garasky	et	al.,	2010;	Knox,	1996;	Seltzer,	1994).	Most	child	support	research	has	focused	on	families	in	which	children	reside	with	their	mothers	and	non-resident	fathers	pay	child	support.	 	There	is	a	dearth	of	 research	 investigating	 the	 dynamics	 within	 families	 in	 which	 fathers	 receive	child	 support	 from	 payer	mothers	 (Vnuk,	 2010)	 despite	 the	 emergence	 of	more	diverse	parenting	arrangements	such	as	shared-time	arrangements	(Smyth,	2009).		The	few	studies	that	have	examined	this	 issue	have	generally	found	non-resident	mothers	 maintained	 high	 levels	 of	 engagement	 and	 involvement	 with	 their	children	(Gunnoe	&	Hetherington,	2004;	Stewart,	1999),	despite	being	 less	 likely	
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to	pay	child	support	and	paying	less	than	fathers	when	payments	are	made	(Meyer	&	Garasky,	1993;	Smock	&	Manning,	1997;	Stirling	&	Aldrich,	2012;	Vnuk,	2010;	Wolffs	&	Shallcross,	2000).		Lower	levels	of	maternal	child	support	payments	and	compliance	are	likely	to	largely	reflect	women’s	lower	earning	capacity	relative	to	men’s	(Stirling	&	Aldrich,	2012),	and	complex	family	responsibilities	(Vnuk,	2010;	Wolffs	&	Shallcross,	2000).	
3.2.1	Types	of	Child	Support	
Formal	(periodic)	child	support	is	typically	distinguished	from	informal	(non-periodic)	child	support.	Each	of	these	forms	of	financial	support	is	now	discussed.	
3.2.1.1	Formal	Child	Support	‘Formal’	 child	 support	 is	 typically	 administered	 through	 the	 DHS	 Child	 Support	Program	 (formerly	 the	 Child	 Support	 Agency).	 Parents	 with	 a	 child	 support	liability	 are	 generally	 referred	 to	 as	 ‘payer’	 parents,	 and	 payments	 are	 usually	transferred	 to	 the	child’s	other	parent	 (the	 ‘payee’).	Of	 the	1.2	million	Australian	parents	registered	with	the	CSA,	approximately	80%	of	fathers	and	4%	of	mothers	are	liable	to	pay	child	support	(Qu	&	Weston,	2010).		
Child	 support	 is	 an	 important	 measure	 of	 parental	 involvement	 (Aquilino,	2006;	Berger	et	al.,	2012;	Hawkins	et	al.,	2007;	Huang,	2009;	Manning	et	al.,	2003;	Seltzer,	 1991),	 particularly	 child	 support	 compliance,	 which	 is	 likely	 to	 reflect	parents’	 ability	 to	 and/or	willingness	 to	provide	 support	 (Cook,	Davis,	&	Davies,	2008;	 Ha,	 Cancian,	 &	 Meyer,	 2011;	 Meyer	 &	 Cancian,	 2012).	 Child	 support	compliance	is	generally	defined	as	the	payment	of	child	support	on	time	and	in	full	(Bartfield	&	Meyer,	2003;	Ha	et	al.,	2011;	Smyth	et	al.,	2014;	Vnuk,	2010),	though	other	 studies	 typically	 use	 less	 stringent	 compliance	 criteria	 (Ha,	 Cancian,	 &	Meyer,	2010;	Smyth	et	al.,	2014).		As	non-compliance	potentially	increases	the	risk	
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that	 child	 support	 payments	 will	 not	 adequately	 contribute	 to	 the	 household	economic	 resources	available	 for	 children,	 the	 timeliness	of	payments	may	be	as	important	as	the	amount	for	child	support	to	be	most	effective	(Ha	et	al.,	2011).		
In	Australia,	child	support	non-compliance	has	been	found	to	have	important	implications	for	child	wellbeing,	particularly	for	low-income	families.		Cook,	Davis,	and	 Davies	 (2008)	 found	 that	 a	 shortfall	 in	 child	 support	 predicted	 school	functioning	 issues,	 conduct	 problems,	 mental	 health	 problems,	 and	 declines	 in	involvement	 in	 extra	 curricular	 activities.	 Further	 studies	 identified	 that	 these	negative	 outcomes	 are	 likely	 to	 contribute	 to	 the	 social	 exclusion	 of	 children	(Davies,	Davis,	Cook,	&	Waters,	2008).	
Australian	 research	 suggests	 that	 non-compliance	 with	 child	 support	obligations	may	be	 commonly	 experience	by	many	 resident	parents	 (Cook	 et	 al.,	2008;	Smyth	et	al.,	2014;	Wolffs	&	Shallcross,	2000).		In	2014,	Smyth	et	al.	reported	that	52%	of	CSA	 female	payees	 indicated	 that	 they	did	not	 receive	 child	 support	payment	 in	 full	and	on	time.	 	Similarly,	a	US	study	(Ha	et	al.,	2011)	 investigating	the	regularity	of	child	support	payments	(how	often	child	support	is	paid	at	least	monthly	across	a	12	month	period),	and	quantum	(the	amount	of	child	support	is	paid	 relative	 to	 amount	 owed),	 found	 relatively	 low	 rates	 of	 child	 support	compliance	for	low	income	households	within	the	first	two	years	of	separation.			
While	compliance	 is	extensively	 influenced	by	enforcement	procedures	and	legislation,	it	is	also	linked	to	more	affective	components	of	parental	involvement	associated	 with	 the	 relationship	 dynamics	 between	 former	 partners	 and	 their	children.	 	Parents	obliged	to	pay	child	support	will	presumably	be	more	likely	or	willing	 to	 pay	 if	 they	 perceive	 the	 parenting	 arrangements	 as	 fair	 and	maintain	close	 relationships	 with	 children	 and	 an	 ensuing	 understanding	 of	 their	 needs	
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(Bartfield	&	Meyer,	2003).	
Differences	between	mothers’	and	fathers’	reports	of	child	support	have	been	well	 documented	 (e.g.	 Grall,	 2009;	 Gray	 &	 Chapman,	 2007).	 These	 gender	differences	have	been	found	to	occur	even	for	mothers	and	fathers	from	the	same	former	union,	with	mothers	 less	 likely	 than	 their	 former	partners	 to	 report	 that	child	support	is	paid	in	full	and	on	time	(Smyth	et.al.,	2014).	
A	recent	review	of	the	Australian	child	support	reforms	of	2006	found	when	mothers	were	 required	 to	pay	 child	 support,	 about	56%	of	mothers	 and	40%	of	fathers	reported	full	compliance	(Qu	&	Weston,	2010;	see	also	Smyth	et	al,	2014).		For	fathers	obligated	to	pay	child	support,	approximately	73%	of	fathers	and	46%	of	mothers	 indicated	 child	 support	 was	 paid	 in	 full	 and	 on	 time	 (Qu	 &	Weston,	2010).		For	father	payers,	those	who	never	saw	their	children	were	the	least	likely	to	 pay	 in	 full	 or	 on	 time	 as	 reported	 by	 payee	 mothers.	 	 Payee	 mothers	 with	shared-care	 parenting	 arrangements	 (child	 spends	 48–52%	 of	 nights	 with	 each	parent)	 were	more	 likely	 than	 primary	 or	 sole	 care	mothers	 to	 indicate	 fathers	were	fully	compliant	(Qu	&	Weston,	2010).		
3.2.1.2	Informal	Child	Support	An	 important	 but	 far	 less	 studied	 form	 of	 financial	 support	 for	 children	 is	‘informal’		(including	in-kind)	child	support.	This	form	of	support	occurs	outside	of	the	formal	child	support	system,	and	typically	comprises	additional	cash	payments	that	supplement	or	replace	prescribed	formal	obligations.	In-kind	support	is	non-cash	 payments	 that	 subsidise	 the	 economic	 circumstances	 of	 children	 via	 the	provision	 of	 goods	 and	 services,	 including	 purchasing	 computers	 or	 sporting	equipment,	 or	 payment	 of	 school	 fees,	 housing,	 medical,	 or	 the	 other	 parent’s	vehicle	expenses	(Garasky,	Peters,	Argys,	Cook,	Nepomnyaschy,	&	Sorensen,	2007;	
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Garasky	et	al.,	2010;	Nepomnyaschy,	Magnuson,	&	Berger,	2012;	Waller	&	Plotnik,	2001).		
Informal	child	support	has	been	found	to	be	an	important	economic	resource	particularly	 for	 children	 in	 separated	 low-income	 families	 (Garasky	 et	 al.,	 2010;	Nepomnyaschy	&	Garfinkel,	 2010;	Waller	&	 Plotnik,	 2001).	 Payment	 of	 informal	child	 support	 has	 been	 positively	 linked	 to	 children’s	 cognitive	 achievements	(Nepomnyaschy	 et	 al.,	 2012)	 as	 well	 as	 the	 frequency	 (Amato	 et	 al.,	 2009)	 and	likelihood	 of	 non-resident	 parents	 spending	 time	with	 their	 child	 (Huang,	 2009;	Nepomnyaschy,	2007).			
In	 the	 US,	 it	 has	 been	 estimated	 that	 nearly	 60%	 of	 single	 parent	 families	receive	 some	 type	 of	 informal	 child	 support	 (Grall,	 2009).3	Recent	 Australian	studies	show	that	10–14%	of	separated	parents	reported	other	forms	of	financial	arrangements	in	lieu	of	more	formal	CSA	payments	(Fehlberg,	Millward,	&	Campo,	2010;	Smyth	et	al.,	2014).			
In	contrast	 to	 formal	child	support	payments	monitored	 in	Australia	by	 the	Department	 of	 Human	 Services	 under	 ‘CSA	 Collect’,	 informal	 forms	 of	 financial	support	 allow	more	 flexibility	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 amount,	 timing,	 and	 delivery	 of	contributions	 (Garasky	 et	 al.,	 2010;	 Waller	 &	 Plotknik,	 2001).	 However,	 the	discretionary	 nature	 of	 informal	 support	 renders	 it	 vulnerable	 to	 competing	demands,	 personal	 preferences,	 and	 changing	 personal	 circumstances	 of	 parents	such	as	new	partners	and	children	(Nepomnyaschy	&	Garfinkel,	2010).		Despite	its	potential	prevalence	and	capacity	to	improve	the	economic	capability	of	separated	families	 (Garasky	et	al.,	2010;	Kane,	Nepomnyaschy,	Garfinkel,	&	Edin,	2011),	 in-kind	support	is	not	usually	measured	in	studies	of	child	support.																																																									3	The	most	common	type	of	in-kind	support	provided	are	toys	and	presents	associated	with	holidays,	birthdays	etc.,	followed	by	clothes	(nappies,	shoes);	food	or	groceries;	medical	expenses,	and	child	care/school	expenses	(Grall,	2009,	Garasky,	Stewart,	Gundersen,	&	Lohman,	2010).	
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Examining	whether	 informal	 financial	 support	 is	provided	 in	addition	or	as	an	 alternative	 to	 formal	 payments	 may	 also	 be	 considered	 a	 valid	 indicator	 of	parental	involvement	given	its	voluntary	nature	(Meyer	&	Cancian,	2012).	It	is	also	sensitive	 to	 changing	 parenting	 circumstances,	 including	 parental	 repartnering	(Garasky	 et	 al.,	 2007;	 Nepomnyaschy	 et	 al.,	 2012).	 	 Informal	 measures	 of	 child	support	 can	 also	 provide	 insight	 into	 the	 parenting	 behaviours	 of	 parents	 with	more	 discretionary	 forms	 of	 income	 (such	 as	 those	who	 are	 self-funded	 or	 self-employed)	(Bartfield	&	Meyer,	2003).		
The	 above	 findings	 suggest	 that	 as	 formal	 child	 support	 becomes	progressively	formulated	and	enforced,	the	provision	of	informal	financial	support	benefit	 children	 through	 enhanced	 parental	 involvement	 (Nepomnyaschy	 et	 al.,	2012).		However,	examining	informal	child	support	remains	a	challenge	due	to	the	difficulty	in	quantifying	and	defining	informal	forms	of	child	support,	particularly	given	the	subjective	interpretations	involved	in	the	estimation	of	worth	associated	with	goods	and	services	(Nepomnyaschy	et	al.,	2012).			
3.2.2.	Repartnering	and	Child	Support	
Understanding	 the	 finances	of	 repartnered	 families	 is	of	particular	 interest	given	the	significance	of	financial	security	to	family	functioning	(Shapiro,	2007)	and	the	inherent	complexities	of	stepfamily	dynamics	and	financial	obligations	associated	with	mutually	 accrued	 debt,	 children	 and	 previous	 spouses	 (Black	 et	 al.,	 2011).		New	partners	could	be	expected	to	influence	the	provision	of	financial	support	as	new	unions	may	impact	parents’	beliefs	concerning	fairness,	flexibility	and	control	(Smyth	&	Weston,	2004),	parents’	level	of	engagement	with	children,	and/or	their	willingness	 to	 provide	 support.	 	 Early	 reviews	 of	 the	 Australian	 stepparenting	literature	concluded	that	lone	parent	families	were	more	likely	to	receive	financial	
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support	 from	 non-resident	 parents	 than	 those	 families	 in	 which	 the	 resident	parent	has	repartnered	(de	Vaus,	2004).			
In	Australia,	 it	 is	 expected	 that	 formal	 child	 support	obligations	will	not	be	altered	 significantly	 as	 a	 consequence	 of	 repartnering	 alone,	 primarily	 because	these	 support	 obligations	 are	 usually	 determined	 by	 the	 DHS	 Child	 Support	Program	 and	 neither	 liability	 nor	 enforcement	 are	 influenced	 by	 changing	relational	circumstances	or	household	income.		However,	for	parents	obligated	to	pay	child	support,	new	partnerships	may	influence	their	willingness	and	ability	to	pay	 child	 support	 on	 time	 and	 in	 full,	 and/or	 to	 provide	 informal	 or	 in-kind	resources.	 	Remarriage	has	been	 found	 to	 result	 in	a	more	 than	90%	 increase	 in	income-to-needs	ratio	for	women	and	roughly	a	20%	increase	for	men	(Ozawa	&	Yoon,	 2002).	 	 If	 parents	 who	 receive	 child	 support	 (usually	 resident	 mothers)	repartner,	shifting	co-parental	dynamics	and	perceptions	of	fairness	and	economic	needs	 could	 also	 influence	 the	willingness	of	payer	parents	 (usually	nonresident	fathers)	 to	 provide	 support.	 	 Likewise,	 new	 partnerships	 that	 enrich	 household	economies	 for	 parents	 obligated	 to	 pay	 child	 support	 have	 the	 potential	 to	facilitate	 compliance.	 	 However,	 if	 new	 unions	 intensify	 demands	 on	 limited	resources	by	changing	expenditure	priorities	and	preferences,	both	informal	child	support	provision	and	child	support	compliance	may	be	expected	to	decline.		
3.2.2.1	Paternal	Repartnering	Studies	examining	paternal	repartnering	and	child	support	compliance	have	found	mixed	results.		Early	research	reported	that	fathers	in	new	relationships	continue	to	pay	similar	amounts	of	support	as	those	who	remain	single	(Smock	&	Manning,	1997).	 	 Improved	 household	 economies	 afforded	 by	 new	 partners’	 earning	capacities	also	appear	important	for	child	support	compliance.		Manning,	Stewart,	
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and	 Smock	 (2003)	 found	 that	 when	 new	 partners	 have	 higher	 incomes,	 fathers	were	 more	 likely	 to	 provide	 obligated	 child	 support	 payments.	 	 This	 finding	 is	partially	 supported	 by	 recent	 research	 examining	 both	 formal	 and	 in-kind	 child	support	 that	 found	 remarried	 fathers	were	more	 likely	 to	 provide	 child	 support	than	those	who	were	not	repartnered	(Garasky	et	al.,	2010).		However,	in	marked	contrast,	Meyer	and	Cancian	(2012)	found	that	fathers	were	less	likely	to	provide	informal	support	if	they	were	currently	cohabiting	or	remarried.			
Previous	 research	 also	 highlights	 the	 potential	 link	 between	multi-partner	fertility	 and	 child	 support	 provision,	with	 some	 studies	 concluding	 that	 it	 is	 the	addition	 of	 new	 biological	 children	 or	 parenting	 complexity	 rather	 than	repartnering	 per	 se	 that	 is	 negatively	 associated	 with	 formal	 child	 support	provision	(Manning	&	Smock,	2000;	Manning	et	al.,	2003)	–	though	again	studies	have	found	contrasting	results	in	which	fathers’	complex	parenting	arrangements	(children	with	multiple	mothers)	are	positively	associated	with	their	likelihood	of	child	 support	 payments	 and	 the	 amount	 of	 payment	 (Greene	 &	 Moore,	 2000;	Meyer,	Cancian,	&	Cook,	2005).			
3.2.2.2	Maternal	Repartnering	There	 is	 limited	 research	 examining	 the	 association	 between	 maternal	repartnering	and	child	support	(Berger	et	al.,	2012),	particularly	studies	examining	these	 relationships	 in	 the	 context	 of	 compliance.	 	 Although	 some	 research	 has	found	 no	 association	 between	 maternal	 repartnering	 and	 the	 receipt	 of	 formal	child	 support	 (Garasky	 et	 al.,	 2010;	 Seltzer,	 1991),	 a	 recent	 US	 study	 found	mothers’	 new	 unions	 were	 associated	 with	 a	 decrease	 in	 the	 amount	 of	 formal	child	support	received	(Berger	et	al.,	2012).		To	complicate	matters,	other	studies	have	 found	 that	maternal	 new	unions	were	 not	 significantly	 associated	with	 the	
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provision	 of	 informal	 or	 in-kind	 child	 support	 by	 payer	 fathers	 (Garasky	 et	 al.,	2010;	 Meyer	 &	 Cancian,	 2012).	 However,	 fathers	 were	 less	 likely	 to	 provide	informal	 support	 when	 their	 former	 partners	 were	 having	 a	 child	 with	 a	 new	partner	(Meyer	&	Cancian,	2012).	
3.2.3	Correlates	of	Child	Support	
Research	 investigating	 child	 support	 is	 commonly	 guided	by	 a	 broad	 framework	that	 suggests	 the	 provision	 of	 economic	 support	 within	 separated	 families	 is	largely	 determined	 by	 a	 parent’s:	 (a)	 ability	 to	 pay;	 (b)	 willingness	 to	 pay;	 (c)	understanding	 of	 the	 family’s	 needs:	 and	 (d)	 characteristics	 of	 the	 child	 support	enforcement	 system	 (Bartfield	 &	 Meyer,	 2003;	 Meyer	 &	 Cancian,	 2012).	 These	factors	are	briefly	outlined	below.	
Ability	to	Pay	 	 Children	 whose	 parents	 have	 higher	 socio-economic	characteristics	 (e.g.,	 education,	 income,	 etc.)	 are	 more	 likely	 to	 receive	 child	support	and	in	higher	proportions	than	children	whose	parents	have	lower	socio-economic	 resources	 (Bartfield	 &	 Meyer,	 2003;	 Cancian,	 Meyer,	 &	 Han,	 2011;	Garasky	et	al.,	2010).		Parents	with	a	relatively	high	earning	capacity	would	also	be	more	 likely	 to	 provide	 both	 formally	 obligated	 child	 support	 as	 well	 as	 in-kind	support	(Garasky	et	al.,	2010).			
In	contrast,	low-income	fathers	with	high	child	support	obligation	rates	have	been	 found	 to	 be	 significantly	 less	 likely	 to	 be	 child	 support	 compliant	 (Huang,	Mincy,	&	Garfinkel,	2005).		Therefore,	parents’	ability	to	provide	child	support	may	be	 impacted	 by	 their	 earning	 capacity	 and	 income	 as	 well	 as	 the	 competing	obligations	 on	 these	 resources	 associated	 with	 new	 relationships	 and	 other	dependent	children	(Cancian	et	al.,	2011;	Garasky	et	al.,	2010;	Huang	et	al.,	2005;	Meyer	&	Cancian,	2012).		Inconsistencies	in	child	support	compliance	are	generally	
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believed	to	be	associated	with	inconsistency	of	income	and	inflexible	child	support	systems	 that	 do	 not	 adapt	 to	 accommodate	 changing	 financial	 and/or	 personal	circumstances	 –	 especially	 in	 the	 US	 context	 (Ha,	 et	 al.,	 2010;	 Sorensen	 &	 Hill,	2004).	
Willingness	to	Pay		 The	 extent	 to	 which	 a	 parent’s	 willingness	 to	 pay	 impacts	formal	child	support	provision	is	limited	by	the	degree	child	support	agencies	are	empowered	 to	 collect	 payment	 formally	 (Bartfield	 &	 Meyer,	 2003).	 	 Parents’	willingness	to	pay	child	support	is	a	function	of	interacting	and	dynamic	intrinsic	beliefs	and	attitudes	concerning	the	welfare	of	children	and	former	partners,	and	parental	 accountability	 that	 are	 together	 influenced	 by	 societal	 norms	 and	expectations	(Cancian	et	al.,	2011;	Meyer	&	Cancian,	2012).		
There	is	some	evidence	that	parents	are	more	likely	to	provide	child	support,	particularly	 informal	 child	 support,	when	 they	maintain	 a	 close	 relationship	 and	ongoing	involvement	with	their	child	(Garasky	et	al.,	2010;	Nepomnyaschy,	2007;	Nepomnyaschy	&	Garfinkel,	2010;	Seltzer,	1991);	and	former	partner	(Bartfield	&	Meyer,	 2003;	 Cooksey	 &	 Craig,	 1998;	 Cuesta	 &	 Meyer,	 2012;	 Huang,	 2009;	Sorenson	&	Hill,	 2004)	 and	 contribute	 to	decisions	 concerning	 their	 child.	 	 Post-separation	role	ambiguity	with	regard	to	parental	responsibilities,	as	well	as	new	unions	and/or	children	are	likely	to	negatively	influence	the	willingness	of	parents	to	provide	child	support	(Cancian	&	Meyer,	2011;	Meyer	&	Cancian,	2012).		
Recent	studies	that	found	links	between	formal	child	support	compliance	and	informal	 support	 also	 highlight	 the	 potential	 influence	 of	 family	 oriented	characteristics	 of	 parents	 in	 shaping	 child	 support	 provision.	 Recent	 research	found	 that	 child	 support	 compliant	 payee	 fathers	 were	 more	 likely	 to	 provide	informal	 child	 specific	 support	 than	payee	 fathers	who	were	not	 complying	with	
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child	support	agreements,	and	the	authors	suggest	that	these	findings	may	indicate	distinctive	traits	between	those	who	provide	economic	support	and	those	fathers	who	do	not	(Meyer	&	Cancian,	2012).	
Family	Needs		 	 Although	 changing	 personal	 circumstances	 of	 parents	obligated	to	pay	chid	support	are	 likely	to	 impact	the	type	and	level	of	resources	available	 for	 families	 and	may	be	 expected	 to	 influence	both	 compliance	 and	 in-kind	contributions,	research	examining	the	association	between	child	support	and	economic	needs	of	families	is	limited.		For	example,	if	the	economic	circumstances	of	a	parent	who	receives	formal	child	support	change,	do	the	rates	of	compliance	or	 provision	 of	 informal	 child	 support	 respond	 to	 this	 change?	 	 A	 recent	 study	investigating	 informal	 financial	 support	 found	 little	 evidence	 of	 a	 link	 between	mothers’	economic	needs	and	informal	child	support	(Meyer	&	Cancian,	2012).		
Child	Support	Enforcement	 	 Child	 support	 enforcement	 strategies	 impact	positively	 on	 child	 support	 compliance	 for	 parents	 obligated	 to	 pay	 formal	 child	support	(Bartfield	&	Meyer,	2003;	Huang,	2009;	Sorenson	&	Hill,	2004).			However,	the	provision	of	informal	types	of	support	or	goods	and	services	outside	of	formal	child	 support	 requirements	 are	 not	 directly	 influenced	 by	 enforcement	 systems.	Parents	thus	have	substantially	more	discretion	concerning	these	types	of	financial	contributions	(Bartfield	&	Meyer,	2003).		As	a	consequence,	informal	child	support	is	likely	to	be	more	sensitive	to	changing	parental	circumstances	such	as	a	decline	in	income,	change	in	attitudes,	or	the	influence	of	new	partners.		
3.3	Summary	In	this	chapter	I	reviewed	studies	of	two	key	areas	of	parental	involvement	in	the	context	 of	 repartnering	 research:	 parenting	 time,	 and	 child	 support	 (formal	 and	informal).	Several	important	findings	point	to	the	close	but	complex	links	between	
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repartnering	 and	 parental	 involvement,	 and	 the	 potential	 benefits	 and	 risks	 to	parents	and	children.	
Specifically,	 the	 ability	 of	 parents	 to	 spend	quality	 time	with	 their	 children	facilitates	 the	 development	 of	 beneficial	 parent–child	 bonds	 important	 to	 child	development	and	wellbeing.	Though	the	evidence	is	far	from	conclusive,	research	trends	 suggest	 that	 non-resident	 paternal	 involvement	 may	 be	 compromised	following	 the	 formation	of	new	parental	 relationships.	 In	 comparison,	despite	an	initial	 period	 of	 re-adjustment	 in	 family	 dynamics	 following	 repartnering,	 the	quality	of	(residential)	maternal	involvement	appears	relatively	robust.	Put	simply,	after	 repartnering,	 the	 father–child	 bond	 generally	 appears	 to	 be	more	 tenuous	than	the	mother–child	bond.	
There	is	nonetheless	some	consensus	of	the	importance	of	child	support	for	both	economic	stability	and	the	maintenance	of	family	relationships	and	wellbeing	post-separation.	 	 There	 is	 an	 emerging	 research	 focus	 on	 more	 discretionary	measures	of	child	support	(such	as	compliance	and	in-kind	support)	as	these	types	of	 child	 support	 measures	 are	 more	 likely	 to	 reflect	 a	 parent’s	willingness	 and	
ability	to	provide	financial	support.	To	date,	the	literature	examining	repartnering,	child	support	compliance,	and	informal	child	support	yield	divergent	results.	
The	 literature	 also	 suggests	 the	 impact	 of	 repartnering	 on	 child	 support	 is	likely	 to	 be	 largely	 dependent	 on	 family	 context.	 When	 new	 unions	 result	 in	improvements	to	household	economies	of	parents	obligated	to	pay	child	support,	the	 benefits	 may	 be	 evidenced	 in	 enhanced	 child	 support	 compliance	 and	provision	 of	 informal	 child	 support.	 Alternatively,	 if	 repartnering	 adds	 further	strain	to	 family	resources	and	 increases	parenting	complexity	there	 is	a	risk	that	child	support	–	both	formal	and	informal	–	may	be	compromised.		
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The	 above	 findings	 act	 as	 a	 useful	 backdrop	 for	 the	 interpretation	 of	 the	results	 presented	 in	 Chapter	 8	 that	 examine	 the	 relationship	 between	 parenting	time,	 child	 support	 and	 repartnering.
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4. Literature Review – Part II: 
Repartnering and Family 
Dynamics 
	
Family	 dynamics	 are	 the	 patterns	 of	 interactions	 and	 ways	 of	 relating	 between	family	members.	Two	fundamental	relationships	for	child	and	family	wellbeing	are	the	 parent–parent	 relationship,	 and	 the	 parent–child	 relationship.	 Repartnering	can	have	profound	impacts	on	both.	
4.1	The	Parent–Child	Relationship	There	 is	 strong	 empirical	 support	 that	 developing	 active,	 engaged,	 and	 robust	parent–child	relationships	post-separation	contributes	to	the	social,	economic,	and	emotional	 wellbeing	 and	 development	 of	 children	 (Collins,	 Maccoby,	 Steinberg,	Hetherington,	&	Bornstein,	 2000;	King,	 2007;	King	&	 Sobolewski,	 2006;	 Lamb	&	Lewis,	 2005;	 Landry,	 Smith,	 &	 Swank,	 2003;	 Manning	 &	 Lamb,	 2003;	 Sandler,	Miles,	Cookston,	&	Braver,	2008;	Stewart,	2003;	Thompson,	2006).		Where	strong	parent–child	 bonds	 are	 developed	 and	 maintained	 over	 time,	 the	 parent–child	relationship	 can	 act	 as	 a	 buffer,	 mediating	 the	 effect	 of	 potential	 stressors	experienced	throughout	childhood	by	enhancing	the	availability	of	socio-economic	and	emotional	resources,	and	diminishing	the	risk	of	potentially	adverse	outcomes	(Amato	 &	 Gilbreth,	 1999;	 Carlson,	 2006;	 Cartwright,	 2005;	 Flouri,	 2006;	Hetherington	&	Stanley-Hagan,	1999;	King,	2009;	Smith,	2008;	White	&	Gilbreth,	2001).	Prior	studies	have	shown	engaged	parenting	and	parent–child	relationships	can	moderate	the	effects	of	poverty	on	child	wellbeing	(Conger,	Conger,	&	Martin,	
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2010),	reduce	the	impact	of	parental	conflict	(Grych,	Raynor,	&	Fosco,	2004),	and	positively	influence	behavioural	and	emotional	outcomes	for	children	(King,	2007;	Levin	 &	 Currie,	 2010).	 	 The	 benefits	 associated	 with	 supportive	 parental	relationships	 also	 extend	 to	 life	 satisfaction,	 physical,	 and	 psychological	 health	experienced	by	children	later	in	life	(Amato	&	Gilbreth,	1999).		
It	 is	 well	 documented	 that	 both	 maternal	 and	 paternal	 relationships	 with	children	 are	 important,	 though	 these	 relationships	 are	 likely	 to	 influence	 and	sustain	child	wellbeing	in	diverse	ways	(Gunnoe	&	Hetherington,	2004;	King,	2007;	King	&	 Sobolewski,	 2006).	 Childhood	 emotional	wellbeing	 has	 been	 found	 to	 be	associated	with	positive	relationships	with	both	mothers	and	fathers	in	two	parent	(Meadows,	Brown,	&	Elder,	2006;	Sheeber,	Davis,	Leve,	Hops,	&	Tildesley,	2007)	and	stepmother	(King,	2007;	Sandler	et	al.,	2008)	families.		However,	the	benefits	associated	 with	 close	 father–child	 relationships	 have	 been	 found	 to	 be	substantially	 weaker	 than	 those	 acquired	 from	 strong,	 nurturing	 relationships	children	have	with	their	mothers	(Flouri,	2006;	Gunnoe	&	Hetherington,	2004).	
In	a	recent	Scottish	study	examining	the	mental	health	of	4,959	young	people	living	 across	 a	 range	of	 family	 structures	 (e.g.,	 ‘intact’,	 stepfamily,	 single	mother,	single	 father	 or	 other),	 Levin	 and	 Currie	 (2010)	 found	 that	while	 both	maternal	and	paternal	relationships	were	 important	 for	beneficial	mental	health	outcomes	across	all	 family	types,	maintaining	a	good	relationship	and	open	communication	with	 mothers	 was	 particularly	 important,	 especially	 for	 girls.	 	 This	 conclusion	supports	 earlier	 research	 that	 finds	 the	 post-separation	 relationship	 between	mothers	 and	 their	 children	 has	 a	 stronger	 and	 more	 consistent	 impact	 on	adolescent	and	child	wellbeing	than	relationships	children	have	with	their	fathers	
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(Amato,	 2000;	 Berg,	 2003;	 King	 &	 Sobolewski,	 2006;	 Manning	 &	 Lamb,	 2003;	Stewart,	2003;	White	&	Gilbreth,	2001).			
Some	 studies	 (e.g.,	 Hawkins,	 Amato,	 &	 King,	 2006)	 suggest	 that	 when	children	 reside	 primarily	 with	 their	 father	 post-separation,	 the	 non-residential	maternal–child	 relationship	 is	 as	 engaged	 or	 involved	 as	 the	 paternal–child	relationship.	 	Likewise,	non-resident	mothers	were	more	likely	than	non-resident	fathers	 to	communicate	regularly	with	 their	child	 (Stewart,	1999),	and	co-parent	cooperatively	 (Amato	 et	 al.,	 2011)	 and	 these	 behaviours	 help	 non-resident	mothers	 maintain	 close	 bonds	 with	 their	 children	 (Hawkins	 et	 al.,	 2006).		Adolescents	 also	 report	 feeling	 closer	 to	 (Berg,	 2003),	 and	 more	 supported	 by	(Gunnoe	&	Hetherington,	2004)	non-resident	mothers	 than	non-resident	 fathers.		In	contrast,	studies	where	children	were	found	to	be	closer	to	resident	fathers	than	non-resident	mothers	suggest	that	close	relationships	with	parents	are	less	gender	dependent	and	more	a	consequence	of	residential	arrangements	(King,	2007;	see	also	 Smyth	 &	 Weston,	 2004)	 which	 expand	 the	 temporal	 and	 contextual	opportunities	to	nourish	affective	bonds.		
Strong	 parent–child	 bonds	 also	 mediate	 the	 co-parental	 dynamic	 (Planitz,	Feeney,	&	Peterson,	2009),	as	well	as	 the	emotional	 ties	children	have	with	their	other	 parent	 and	 stepparents	 (Pryor,	 2008).	 	 A	 study	 of	 192	 families	 in	 the	 US	(Dunn	et	al.,	2004)	is	a	good	example.	Dunn	and	her	colleagues	(2004)	compared	the	 quality	 of	 parent–child	 relationships,	 parental	 involvement,	 the	 co-parental	relationship	and	family	outcomes	between	non-stepfamilies,	stepfamilies,	complex	families	(that	is,	both	partners	with	children	from	other	relationships),	and	single	parent	 families.	 They	 found	 that	 the	quality	 of	 non-resident	 fathers’	 relationship	with	 their	 child	 was	 associated	 with	 both	 the	 quality	 of	 the	 mother–child	
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relationship	 and	 the	 frequency	 of	 communication	 between	 parents	 (see	 also	Maclean	&	Eekelaar,	1997).		
4.1.1	Repartnering	and	Parent–Child	Relationships	
Following	parental	repartnering,	shifting	patterns	of	parent–child	interactions	and	reorganisation	 of	 household	 and	 relational	 responsibilities	 have	 the	 potential	 to	reduce	 involvement	of	 a	parent	 (typically	non-resident	 fathers)	 and	compromise	the	quality	of	 the	parent–child	relationship	 (Amato	&	Gilbreth,	1999;	Cartwright,	2005;	Dunn	et	al.,	2004;	King	&	Sobolewski,	2006;	Lamb	&	Kelly,	2009;	Papernow,	2008;	 Peters	 &	 Ehrenberg,	 2008;	 Pryor,	 2014;	 Smith,	 2008).	 	 The	 parent–child	relationship	appears	particularly	vulnerable	to	the	impact	of	new	parental	unions	in	 the	 first	 two	 years	 post-separation	 and	 again	 as	 children	 reach	 adolescence	(Bray	 &	 Kelly,	 1998;	 Cartwright,	 2008;	 Hetherington,	 1989;	 Hetherington	 &	Clingempeel,	 1992)	 –	presumably	 as	 a	 result	 of	 disruption	 to	 parental	 attention,	parenting	capacity,	and	emotional	resources,	lack	of	appropriate	consultation	with	children,	 the	 impact	 of	 the	 stepparent	 and	 associated	 renegotiation	 of	 family	dynamics,	 and	 the	 interpretation	 of	 parental	 behaviours	 by	 children	 (Ahrons,	2007;	 Bray	 &	 Berger,	 1993;	 Cartwright,	 2005;	 Fine,	 Coleman,	 &	 Ganong,	 1998;	Ganong	 &	 Coleman,	 2004;	 Pryor,	 2008;	 Pryor	 &	 Rodgers,	 2001;	 Smith,	 2008).		These	 modifications	 to	 family	 processes	 can	 also	 trigger	 a	 series	 of	 secondary	changes	that	may	impact	parenting,	including	the	reduction	of	social	support	as	a	result	of	residential	moves	and	changes	to	economic	resources.	
Despite	 its	 importance	 to	 child	 adjustment	 and	 wellbeing,	 there	 has	 been	scant	attention	given	to	 the	relationship	between	biological	parents	and	children	during	 the	 transition	 of	 parental	 new	 union	 formation	 following	 divorce	 or	separation	 (Cartwright,	 2008;	 King,	 2009;	 Manning	 &	 Smock,	 1999).	 	 The	 few	
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longitudinal	 studies	 available	 tend	 to	 use	 small,	 non-representative	 samples	 and	often	 focus	 on	 relationships	 after	 the	 remarriage	 takes	 place,	 comparing	 newly	remarried	 families	 with	 never	 divorced	 families,	 or	 single	 mother	 families	 at	different	points	in	time	after	remarriage	(Hetherington	&	Stanley-Hagan,	2002).			
4.1.1.1	Paternal	Repartnering	
Non-resident	Fathers:		 Findings	 from	 research	 examining	 the	 association	between	 non-resident	 paternal	 repartnering	 and	 parent–child	 relationships	 are	mixed.	 	Some	studies	suggest	 that	non-resident	paternal	parenting	appears	 to	be	detrimentally	 sensitive	 to	 cohabiting	 paternal	 relationships	 following	 divorce	 or	separation,	 influencing	 both	 the	 quality	 and	 type	 of	 relationships	 non-resident	fathers	maintain	with	their	children	(Carlson	&	Furstenberg,	2006;	Gibson-Davis,	2008;	Gosselin	&	David,	2007;	King,	2009;	Manning	et	al.,	2003).		Studies	have	also	found	 that	 parent–child	 relationships	 are	 particularly	 vulnerable	 if	 paternal	repartnering	involves	new	biological	children	(Cooksey	&	Craig,	1998;	Manning	&	Smock,	2000).	 	In	contrast,	a	Canadian	study	found	that	the	reduction	in	parental	involvement	 by	 non-resident	 fathers	 with	 new	 relationships	 and	 families	 is	contingent	on	the	timing	of	new	union	formation	(Juby	et	al.,	2007).		If	new	unions	are	 formed	 soon	 after	 separation,	 prior	 to	 the	 re-establishment	 of	 non-resident	fathers’	 involvement	 and	 routines	 with	 their	 children,	 their	 level	 of	 contact	 is	significantly	reduced,	with	possible	further	reduction	over	time	(Juby	et	al.,	2007).			
Studies	examining	young	adult	children’s	relationships	with	their	father	also	suggest	 that	 declines	 in	 parent–child	 relationship	 quality	 as	 a	 result	 of	 reduced	involvement	 following	separation	may	be	relatively	short-term.	 	Participants	 in	a	study	by	Aquilino	(2006)	reported	that	they	were	more	likely	to	see	their	father	if	he	 had	 remarried	 than	 if	 he	 was	 single.	 	 Explanations	 for	 this	 finding	
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predominately	 centre	 on	 selection	 effects	 in	which	 fathers	 that	 remarry	may	 be	more	family	oriented	and	thus	maybe	more	determined	to	maintain	relationships	with	children	post-separation	(Aquilino,	2006;	Cooksey	&	Craig,	1998).		
Residential	and	Shared-Time	Fathers:	 	 The	 possible	 impact	 of	 paternal	repartnering	 on	 the	 parent–child	 relationship	 in	 families	 in	 which	 children	 live	with	 their	 father	 for	 all,	 most,	 or	 approximately	 half	 of	 the	 time	 has	 been	 less	studied	 (Pryor,	 2014).	 	 One	 such	 US	 study	 by	 King	 (2007)	 examined	 the	prevalence,	 antecedents,	 and	 consequences	 of	 adolescents’	 closeness	 to	 non-resident	 mothers,	 resident	 fathers,	 and	 stepmothers.	 King	 (2007)	 found	 that	adolescents	 who	 live	 with	 single	 fathers	 did	 not	 differ	 significantly	 from	adolescents	who	live	with	a	stepmother	in	terms	of	close	relationships	with	their	non-resident	mother.		According	to	King	(2007),	this	finding	suggests	that	resident	stepmothers	 generally	 do	 not	 interfere	 with	 the	 level	 of	 closeness	 children	 feel	towards	their	non-resident	mothers.		Further,	research	that	found	resident	fathers	have	 less	 influence	on	adolescents’	 self	esteem	than	either	non-resident	mothers	or	stepmothers	suggest	that	in	resident	father–stepmother	families,	the	interaction	and	relationship	between	fathers	and	adolescents	may	be	affected	by	the	presence	of	a	new	female	partner	(Berg,	2004).		
4.1.1.2	Maternal	Repartnering	Repartnering	 of	 residential	 mothers	 may	 disrupt	 family	 functioning	 (including	parenting	practices)	(Amato	&	Booth,	1996;	Beck,	Cooper,	McLanahan,	&	Brooks-Gunn,	 2010;	 Bray	 &	 Berger	 1993),	 and	 introduce	 complex	 stressors	 associated	with	 additional	 familial	 roles	 and	 responsibilities	 (Beck,	 et.al.,	 2010;	 Schramm	&	Adler-Baeder,	2012;	Smith,	2008;	Weaver	&	Coleman,	2010).		In	doing	so,	maternal	repartnering	 has	 the	 potential	 to	 increase	 family	 distress	 (Cooper,	 McLanahan,	
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Meadows,	 &	 Brooks-Gunn,	 2009),	 and	 decrease	 maternal	 wellbeing	 (Meadows,	McLanahan,	&	Brooks-Gunn,	2008;	Pryor,	2014).		Early	research	in	the	US	context	(e.g.	Bray	&	Berger,	1993;	Hetherington	1989;	Hetherington	&	Clingempeel,	1992)	reported	 diminished	 mother–child	 relationships,	 disrupted	 parenting,	 and	adjustment	issues	several	years	following	maternal	repartnering.		However,	these	detrimental	effects	may	be	relatively	short	 lived,	with	mother–child	relationships	appearing	 to	 recover	 after	 a	 few	 years	 (Hetherington	 &	 Clingempeel,	 1992).	 	 In	contrast	 to	earlier	studies,	 contemporary	research	 indicates	 that	 the	relationship	between	 children	 and	 resident	 mothers	 appears	 relatively	 robust	 with	 no	significant	differences	in	their	level	of	engagement	and	instrumental	support	found	to	be	associated	with	newly	established	stepfather	families		(Gibson-Davies,	2008;	King,	2009;	Smith,	2008).		
Previous	studies	examining	the	effect	of	mothers’	remarriage	on	the	father–child	relationship	 found	that	compared	with	mothers	who	remained	single,	adult	children	of	remarried	mothers	reported	significantly	higher	levels	of	involvement	and	 support	 with	 their	 fathers	 (Aquilino,	 2006)	 or	 no	 change	 to	 adolescents’	feelings	 of	 closeness	 to	 their	 father	 or	 the	 level	 of	 involvement	with	 their	 father	(Dunn	 et	 al.,	 2004;	 Flouri,	 2006;	 King,	 2009;	 Manning	 &	 Smock,	 1999).	 	 The	positive	 effects	may	be	a	 consequence	of	 children	 turning	 to	 the	other	parent	 to	compensate	 for	 the	 additional	 complexities	 in	 the	 mother–child	 relationship	associated	 with	 new	 partners	 and	 changing	 family	 contexts	 (Aquilino,	 2006;	Hetherington	&	Stanley-Hagan,	2002),	or	that	a	resident	mother’s	remarriage	does	not	 necessarily	 interfere	 with	 the	 relationship	 children	 have	 with	 their	 non-resident	 father	 (Cartwright,	 2008).	 	 	 Like	 repartnered	 non-resident	 fathers,	repartnered	 mothers	 whose	 children	 live	 primarily	 with	 their	 father	 have	 been	
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found	 to	have	 significantly	 lower	 levels	 of	 communication	 and	 involvement	with	their	non-resident	children	(Stewart,	1999).		
4.1.2	Correlates	of	Parent–Child	Relationships	
Parent–child	 relationships	 are	 dynamic,	 and	 many	 factors	 are	 associated	 with	developing	 and	 maintaining	 quality	 relationships	 with	 children,	 particularly	following	 potentially	 complex	 family	 transitions	 such	 as	 separation	 or	repartnering.		While	it	is	possible	for	relationship	deficits	to	occur	within	both	the	maternal	and	paternal	parent–child	relationship	post-separation,	they	are	usually	stronger	 and	 longer	 lasting	 for	 parents	 who	 do	 not	 have	 primary	 care	 of	 their	children	 following	 separation	 (usually	 the	 father)	 (Amato	 &	 Booth,	 1991;	Hetherington	&	Clingempeel,	1992).	The	 impact	on	 relationships	across	both	 the	immediate	and	 long-term	will	vary	depending	on	the	 family’s	situational	context,	the	 extent	 and	 quality	 of	 extended	 familial	 relationships,	 and	 a	 range	 of	demographic	 and	 personal	 characteristics.	 	 These	 factors	 are	 now	 discussed	briefly.	
Parent	Characteristics		 Several	 personal	 characteristics	 or	 traits	 have	 been	found	 to	affect	 the	parent–child	 relationship,	primarily	via	 their	 influence	on	 the	quality	of	parenting	and	 the	development	of	 secure	attachments.	 	Preoccupation,	personal	 or	 economic	 stress,	 and	 psychological	 adjustment	 issues	 (e.g.	dissatisfaction,	 anger	 and	 depression)	 have	 been	 found	 to	 be	 associated	 with	diminished	 parenting	 practices	 including	 the	 administration	 of	 harsh	 forms	 of	discipline	 and	 a	 reduction	 in	 positive	 involvement	 and	 affection	 (Amato,	 2000;	Hetherington,	1999;	Kelly,	2000;	Simons,	Lin,	Gordon,	Conger,	&	Lorenz,	1999).		In	contrast,	 prosperous	 socio-economic	 characteristics	 including	 higher	 levels	 of	education	 and	 income	 may	 improve	 the	 parent–child	 relationship	 directly	 by	
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affording	parents	 the	ability	and	opportunity	 to	develop	parenting	practices	 that	promote	 parent–child	 bonds	 (Conger	 et	 al.,	 2010),	 or	 indirectly	 via	 more	supportive	 and	 co-operative	 co-parental	 relationships	 that	 are	 positively	associated	with	payment	of	child	support	and	the	provision	of	economic	resources	(Seltzer,	1991)	and	reduced	levels	of	parental	stress	(Conger	et	al.,	2010;	Cooper	et	al.,	2009).		
Post-separation,	maternal	mental	health	issues	are	a	significant	predictor	of	detrimental	mother–child	 relationships	 likely	 as	 a	 result	 of	 impacts	 to	 parenting	capacities	 (Pruett,	 Williams,	 Insabella,	 &	 Little,	 2003).	 	 Mothers	 who	 report	concerns	 associated	 with	 their	 mental	 health	 such	 as	 depression,	 anxiety,	 or	phobias	 demonstrate	 less	 consistency	 in	 relation	 to	 discipline,	 maintaining	routines,	 and	 positive	 interactions	 with	 their	 children	 (Pruett	 et	 al.,	 2003).	 Of	course,	though	less	studied,	the	same	is	likely	to	hold	for	fathers	and	father–child	relationships.	
Child	Gender		 	 While	 gender	 differentials	 in	 parent–child	 relationship	dynamics	 have	 been	 examined,	 gender	 effects	 have	 been	 found	 to	 be	 only	marginally	 significant.	 Indeed	 evidence	 of	 gender	 differentials	 associated	 with	parent–child	 relationship	 quality	 is	 at	 best	 tenuous	 (Amato	 &	 Gilbreth,	 1999;	Flouri,	2006;	Hetherington	&	Clingempeel,	1992;	Manning	&	Smock,	1999).		
Age	of	Child	at	Separation	 	 For	 separated	 families,	 the	 age	 of	 children	 at	separation	 is	 expected	 to	 be	 an	 important	 correlate	 for	 non-resident	 parents	relationships	with	their	children.		The	longer	parents	live	with	their	child,	the	more	likely	 they	 are	 to	maintain	 involvement	 in	 their	 children’s	 lives	 post-separation	(Aquilino,	2006).		
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Parenting	Arrangement	 	 To	 date,	 most	 divorce	 research	 examining	parent–child	 relationships	 has	 focused	 on	 the	 importance	 of	 the	 parent–child	relationship	 in	 families	 where	 the	 child(ren)	 reside(s)	 predominately	 or	 always	with	their	mother,	with	only	a	few	studies	considering	parent	relationships	in	the	context	of	sole-primary	care	father	or	shared-time	families.			
Taken	 together,	 the	 studies	 suggest	 that	 when	 non-resident	 fathers	 spend	time	together	with	their	children	on	a	regular	basis,	and	engage	in	a	broad	range	of	everyday	 activities,	 they	 are	 better	 able	 to	 maintain	 an	 enduring,	 ‘quality’	relationship	 (Amato	 &	 Gilbreth,	 1999;	 Amato	 et	 al.,	 2009;	 Dunn	 et	 al.,	 2004;	Fabricius,	2003;	Fabricius,	Diaz,	&	Braver,	2011;	King	&	Sobolewski,	2006;	Lamb	&	Kelly,	2009;	Melli	&	Brown,	2008;	Peters	&	Ehrenberg,	2008;	Sobolewski	&	King,	2005;	 Spruijt	 &	 Duindam,	 2010)	 –	 especially	 when	 child–responsive	 parenting	arrangements	 are	 established	 shortly	 after	 parents	 separate	 (Ahrons,	 2007;	Aquilino,	2006)	and	the	arrangements	continue	to	respond	to	children’s	needs	as	they	mature	(Thompson,	2006).			
4.2	The	Co-Parent	Relationship		‘Co-parenting’	 generally	 refers	 to	 the	 attitudes,	 behaviours,	 and	 interactions	between	 parents	 (or	 stepparents),	 who	 have	 shared	 responsibilities	 for	 raising	children	 (Feinberg,	 2003;	 McHale,	 Kuersten-Hogan,	 &	 Rao,	 2004;	 Van	 Egeren	 &	Hawkins,	 2004,	 Whiteside,	 1998).	 	 The	 co-parental	 relationship	 (or	 ‘parental	alliance’)	is	distinct	from	the	intimate,	emotional,	financial,	and	legal	dimensions	of	the	 parent	 relationship	 (Feinberg,	 2003;	 Grych,	 2002;	 Margolin,	 Gordis,	 &	 John,	2001;	McHale,	Khazan,	Erera,	Rotman,	DeCourcey,	&	McConnell,	2002;	McHale	et	al.,	 2004)	 and,	 as	 such,	 has	 potentially	 independent	 effects	 on	 family	 wellbeing	
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(Feinberg,	 Kan,	 &	 Hetherington,	 2007;	 Schoppe-Sullivan,	 Mangelsdorf,	 Frosch,	 &	McHale,	2004).			
Feinberg	 (2003)	 proposed	 a	 ‘joint	 parental	 management’	 model	 to	conceptualise	 the	 components	 of	 co-parenting.	 	 The	 model	 describes	 four	interrelated	 or	 overlapping	 systems:	 (a)	 the	 childrearing	 agreement	 involves	ongoing,	regular	communication	and	negotiation	about	various	aspects	of	raising	children	 including	 behavioural	 expectations	 and	 discipline,	 appropriate	 values,	morals	 and	 beliefs,	 fulfilling	 emotional	 needs,	 setting	 education	 standards	 and	expectations,	 and	 supporting	 extended	 familial	 and	 peer	 interaction;	 (b)	 the	division	 of	 labour	 specifically	 related	 to	 tasks	 associated	 with	 childcare	 and	housework	 including	 legal,	 financial,	 and	medical	 issues;	 (c)	 communication	 and	interaction	 patterns	 that	 emerge	 as	 co-parents	 support	 and/or	 undermine	 each	other	in	relation	to	their	parenting	competency	and	ability	to	make	beneficial	child	related	decisions;	and	(d)	joint	family	management	and	the	capacity	to	control	and	balance	both	parent	behaviours	and	interactions	(e.g.,	parental	conflict)	as	well	as	the	extent	that	others	(e.g.,	stepfamily	members)	are	included	or	involved	in	family	decision	making	processes.		
The	 quality	 of	 the	 co-parental	 relationship	 is	 consistently	 associated	 with	child	 development	 and	 wellbeing	 (Ahrons,	 2007;	 Amato,	 2010;	 Cummings	 &	Davies,	 2002;	 Grych,	 2005;	Hetherington	 &	 Stanley-Hagan,	 2002;	 McHale	 et	 al.,	2002;	McHale	 et	 al.,	 2004)	 across	 a	 range	 of	 family	 circumstances	 and	 contexts	(Feinburg	et	al.,	2007;	Hetherington	&	Stanley-Hagan,	1999;	Kelly	&	Emery,	2003;	McHale	 et	 al.,	 2002;	 Mooney,	 Oliver,	 &	 Smith,	 2009;	 Vandewater,	 &	 Lansford,	1998).		However,	scholars	have	recently	warned	that	the	extent	to	which	positive	
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post-separation	co-parental	relations	benefit	children	across	a	broad	spectrum	of	outcomes	may	be	weaker	than	previously	reported	(Amato,	et.al.,	2011).			
Children	 appear	 to	 benefit	 most	 when	 parents	 are	 able	 to	 avoid	 –	 or	 at	 a	minimum,	 contain	 –	 conflict,	 work	 together	 cooperatively,	 maintain	communication,	 and	 demonstrate	 mutual	 respect,	 especially	 after	 parental	separation	(Ablow,	Measelle,	Cowan,	&	Cowan,	2009;	Ahrons,	2007;	Amato,	2000,	2005,	2010;	Baum,	2003;	Bray	&	Berger,	1993;	Cummings	&	Davies,	2002;	Grych,	2005;	Grych,	Fincham,	Jouriles,	&	McDonald,	2000;	Hetherington	&	Stanley-Hagan,	2002;	Linker,	Stolberg,	&	Green,	1999;	McHale	et	al.,	2002;	Whiteside,	1998).	When	parents	 cooperate,	 communicate,	 and	 show	 respect	 for	 each	 other,	 close	relationships	with	children	are	more	likely	to	be	established	(Ahrons,	2007;	Baum,	2003;	 Carlson	 et	 al.,	 2008;	 Cummings	 &	 Davies,	 2002;	 Dunn	 et	 al.,	 2004;	 Kelly,	2000;	Linker	et	al.,	1999;	Schrodt,	2010;	Sobolewski	&	King,	2005),	and	the	quality	of	parenting	behaviour	is	expected	to	be	of	a	higher	standard	(Carlson	et	al.,	2008;	Whiteside,	1998).			
Collaboration	 between	 parents	 is	 consistently	 found	 to	 be	 positively	associated	 with	 involvement	 of	 non-resident	 fathers	 with	 their	 children,	 the	father–child	relationship,	and	better	child	adjustment	(Carlson	et	al.,	2008;	Dunn	et	al.,	2004;	Pryor,	2008;	Sobolewski	&	King,	2005),	and	this	positive	association	appears	 to	 endure	 into	 young	 adulthood	 (Peters	 &	 Ehrenberg,	 2008).	 	 Effective	communication	between	parents	in	separated	families	enhances	their	commitment	to	 parenting	 by	 allowing	 information	 about	 children’s	 day-to-day	 routines,	activities,	 and	 issues	 to	 be	 shared	 (Braithwaite,	 McBride,	 &	 Schrodt,	 2003)	 and	both	parents	to	contribute	to	decisions	concerning	children	(Carlson	et	al.,	2008).		
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In	 contrast,	 entrenched	 high	 levels	 of	 inter-parental	 conflict	 are	 likely	 to	negatively	impact	on	the	parent–child	relationship	largely	via	its	influence	on	the	ability	of	parents	to	provide	quality	care	of	children	(Grych,	2002;	Kelly	&	Emery,	2003;	 Pruett	 et	 al.,	 2003;	Wilson	 &	 Gottman,	 2002)	 and	 foster	 positive	 parent–	child	relationships	(Ahrons	&	Miller,	1993;	Amato	&	Booth,	1996;	Drapeau,	Gagne,	Saint-Jacques,	 Lepine,	 &	 Ivers,	 2009;	 Grych,	 2005;	 Hetherington	 &	 Clingempeel,	1992;	McHale	et	al.,	2002;	Pruett	et	al.,	2003).		Conflict	between	parents	has	been	found	to	be	associated	with	diminished	levels	of	nurturing	and	warm	parenting	by	mothers,	 and	 disengagement	 or	 withdrawal	 from	 their	 children	 by	 fathers	(Cummings	&	Davies,	1994;	Grych,	2005).		
Several	 typologies	 of	 post-separation	 co-parenting	 have	 been	 categorised	and	described	(Fischer,	de	Graaf,	&	Kalmijn,	2005;	Hetherington	&	Stanley-Hagan,	2002;	 Kelly,	 2007;	 Maccoby,	 Depner,	 &	 Mnookin,	 1990).	 	 These	 include:	 (a)	conflicted	co-parental	relationships	that	are	characterised	by	poor	communication,	the	 inability	 to	 resolve	 differences	 or	 disputes,	 and	 difficulty	 focusing	 on	 their	children’s	needs;	(b)	parallel	co-parenting	relationships	are	typified	by	emotional	disengagement,	 low	 conflict,	 and	 infrequent	 communication	 resulting	 in	inadequate	coordination	of	child-related	issues	–	disengagement	between	parents	appears	to	increase	over	time	and	is	the	most	common	pattern	of	parenting	post-separation;	 and	 (c)	 cooperative	 co-parenting	 relationships	 where	 each	 parent	contributes	 to	 child	 related	 decisions,	 is	 flexible	 in	 their	 scheduling	 of	 family	activities,	 and	 is	 able	 to	 resolve	 differences	 and	 offer	 parental	 support	 to	 each	other	 (Hetherington	 &	 Stanley-Hagan,	 2002;	 Kelly,	 2007;	 Maccoby	 et	 al.,	 1990).	Ahrons	 (2007)	 also	 included	 two	 additional	 types	 of	 co-parenting	 relationships;	parents	 who	 are	 very	 friendly	 are	 clustered	 at	 the	 extreme	 positive	 end	 of	 the	
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relationship	 continuum	and	 those	who	have	 discontinued	 any	 contact	with	 each	other	at	the	other.		
Though	cooperative	post-separation	parenting	has	been	previously	reported	as	 being	 relatively	 uncommon	 (Sobolewski	 &	 King,	 2005),	 a	 recent	 study	examining	the	impact	relationships	between	parents	have	on	adult	children	found	that	the	proportion	of	parents	who	could	be	described	as	‘friendly’	or	‘cooperative’	increased	 fourfold	 between	 the	 time	 of	 separation	 and	 20	 years	 later	 (Ahrons,	2007).	 	 	 Similarly,	 in	 Amato,	 Kane,	 and	 James’	 (2011)	 examination	 of	 post-separation	 patterns	 of	 parenting,	 a	 pure	 conflicted	 group	 did	 not	 emerge	 as	anticipated.	The	authors	suggest	that	while	co-parental	conflict	may	be	expected	to	be	 relatively	 intense	 during	 the	 separation	 phase	 these	 disputes	 are	 likely	 to	diminish	over	 time	and	co-operative	co-parenting	becomes	 increasingly	common	(Amato	et	al.,	2011).			
In	 their	 examination	 of	 post-separation	 parenting	 dynamics	 of	 recently	separated	Australian	 parents,	 Qu	 and	Weston	 (2010)	 found	 that	most	 separated	parents	described	their	relationship	as	either	‘friendly’	or	‘cooperative’	(59–61%).		About	 a	 quarter	 of	 Australian	 parents	 described	 the	 co-parent	 relationship	 as	‘distant’,	and	approximately	20%	indicated	the	relationship	was	highly	conflictual	or	that	they	were	‘fearful’	of	their	former	partner	(Qu	&	Weston,	2010).	
4.2.1	Repartnering	and	Co-parental	Relationships	
The	 ‘parental	 alliance’	 (i.e.,	 the	ability	of	parents	 to	work	 together	 as	parents)	 is	vulnerable	 to	 the	 developmental	 processes	 experienced	 by	 family	 members	(Feinberg,	 2003;	 Margolin	 et	 al.,	 2001;	 McHale	 et	 al.,	 2004)	 and,	 as	 such,	 may	exhibit	 fluctuating	 levels	 of	 functioning	 as	 a	 consequence	 of	 family	 change	 or	transitions	(McHale	et	al.,	2004).			
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There	 is	 limited	 research	examining	 co-parental	 relationships	 after	parents	form	 new	 partnerships	 (Pryor,	 2014;	 Schrodt,	 2011;	 Schrodt	 et	 al.,	 2006).	 	 The	presence	 of	 new	 adults	 and	 potentially	 new	 stepchildren	 could	 be	 expected	 to	stress	 the	 co-parenting	 system,	 making	 effective	 co-parenting	 more	 difficult	(Hetherington	&	 Stanley-Hagan,	 2002;	 Schrodt	 et	 al.,	 2006).	 As	 a	 result,	 ongoing	renegotiation	of	parenting	boundaries	and	roles	may	be	necessary	(Braithwaite	et	al.,	2003)	as	parents	seek	to	protect	children	from	new	adults,	or	address	concerns	of	being	 replaced	as	a	 ‘parent’	by	a	new	partner	 (Miller,	2009).	Divided	 loyalties	between	 responsibilities	 to	 new	 partners,	 children,	 and	 attachment	 to	 former	partners	 may	 also	 complicate	 ongoing	 communications,	 interactions,	 and	cooperation	(Coleman	et	al.,	2000;	Sweeney,	2010).			
In	 their	 qualitative	 study	 examining	 the	 type	 and	 content	 of	 co-parent	communication	 of	 22	 individuals	 who	 were	 co-raising	 children	 in	 stepfamilies,	Braithwaite	 et	 al.	 (2003)	 reported	 that	 multiple	 adults	 were	 often	 present	 and	involved	 during	 co-parenting	 interactions	 and	 that	 these	 interactions	 were	primarily	 concerned	 with	 instrumental	 tasks	 associated	 with	 the	 day-to-day	maintenance	 of	 children’s	 schedules	 and	 welfare.	 	 Braithwaite	 and	 colleagues	(2003)	 suggest	 that	 the	 function	 of	 communication	 and	 everyday	 talk	 between	parents	 is	 unique	 in	 separated	 families,	 as	 the	 focus	 shifts	 from	 developing	 and	maintaining	intimacy	to	child-orientated	priorities	operating	outside	of	the	parent	relationship	(Braithwaite	et	al.,	2003).	
Research	has	also	demonstrated	that	 for	 low	socio-economic	families	 in	the	US,	 new	 unions	 are	 associated	 with	 declines	 in	 parenting	 satisfaction	 and	 co-parental	 support	 (Bronte-Tinkew	 &	 Horowitz,	 2010;	 Kamp	 Dush,	 Kotila,	 &	Schoppe-Sullivan,	2011),	and	more	negative	attitudes	concerning	the	other	parent	
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(Kamp	Dush	et	al.,	2011).		Mothers	were	also	more	likely	to	report	less	motivation	to	 include	 the	 other	 parent	 as	 their	 new	 partner	 becomes	 more	 involved	 with	children	 (Kamp	Dush	et	al.,	2011).	 	Using	data	on	1,791	previously	married	men	and	women	 in	 the	Netherlands,	Fischer,	de	Graaf,	and	Kalmijn	(2005)	 found	that	participants	 with	 children	 reported	 declines	 in	 the	 frequency	 of	 co-parental	interactions	and	a	significant	reduction	in	friendly	and,	even	more	so,	antagonistic	contact	following	remarriage	(Fischer	et	al.,	2005).			
In	 contrast,	 a	 recent	 US	 study	 examining	 post-divorce	 co-parental	communication	 for	mothers	and	 fathers	 found	 that	while	new	partners	were	not	associated	 with	 the	 frequency	 of	 co-parental	 communication	 for	 either	 men	 or	women,	women	indicated	they	were	less	likely	to	intend	to	co-parent	in	the	future	after	repartnering	(Ganong,	Coleman,	Markham,	&	Rothrauff,	2011).			
Taken	 together,	 these	 studies	 suggest	 that	 repartnering	often	presents	 as	 a	significant	 challenge	 to	 the	 co-parental	 relationship,	 potentially	 interfering	 with	parents’	ability	to	negotiate	about	child-related	issues	and	diminishing	the	quality	of	their	relationship	(Qu	&	Weston,	2010).			
4.2.2	Correlates	of	Co-Parental	Relationships	
The	co-parental	dynamic	may	be	sensitive	to	various	demographic,	situational,	and	personal	factors.	These	are	now	described	briefly.	
Parent	Characteristics		 Personality	 traits	 and	 socio-economic	 characteristics	are	 likely	 to	 play	 an	 important	 role	 in	 the	 co-parental	 dynamic.	 	 For	 example,	parents	with	serious	mental	health	issues,	substance	abuse	problems,	or	both,	are	overly	represented	among	chronic	high	conflict	families	(Fischer	et	al.,	2005;	Kelly,	2003;	Kelly,	 2007;	Mooney	 et	 al.,	 2009).	 	 Separated	 families	with	 lower	 incomes	are	more	likely	to	report	higher	levels	of	co-parental	conflict,	which	is	also	likely	to	
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escalate	 over	 time	 (Drapeau	 et	 al.,	 2009),	 whereas,	 having	 fewer	 children	(Maccoby,	 Buchanan,	 Mnookin,	 &	 Dornbusch,	 1993),	 and	 access	 to	 higher	economic	 resources	 are	 associated	 with	 higher	 levels	 of	 co-parental	 support	(Amato	et	al.,	2011).			
Personal	 attitudes,	 beliefs	 as	well	 as	broad	 social	 norms	help	 establish	and	maintain	 cooperative	 post-separation	 parenting	 relationships	 (Fischer	 et	 al.,	2005).	 Ganong,	 Coleman,	 Markham,	 and	 Rothrauff	 (2011)	 found	 co-parental	communication	 was	 enhanced	 when	 parents	 held	 positive	 perceptions	 of	 co-parenting	(Fischer	et	al.,	2005;	Madden-Derdich	&	Leonard,	2002)	especially	when	these	beliefs	were	supported	by	societal	norms	such	as	family	law	and	policy	and	expectations	of	significant	others	(Markham,	Ganong,	&	Coleman,	2007).			
Child	Characteristics		 	 	The	influence	of	child	characteristics	on	co-parenting	relationships	 has	 not	 been	 extensively	 studied	 and	 the	 results	 are	mixed.	 	 Some	studies	have	 found	that	having	 infants	or	children	with	difficult	 temperaments	 is	associated	with	 less	 supportive	 co-parenting	 dynamics	 (Kamp	Dush	 et	 al.,	 2011;	McHale,	 Kazali,	 Rotman	 et	 al.,	 2004;	 Van	 Egeren	&	Hawkins,	 2004)	while	 others	report	 no	 significant	 associations	 (Schoppe-Sullivan,	 Mangelsdorf,	 Brown,	 &	Sokolowski,	2007).		In	terms	of	child	gender,	some	studies	suggest	that	quality	co-parenting	is	more	likely	to	occur	for	parents	with	a	male	child	(Bronte-Tinkew	&	Horowitz,	2010;	Margolin	et	al.,	2001).	By	contrast,	other	studies	have	found	that	mothers	 are	 more	 likely	 to	 show	 involvement	 in	 parenting	 daughters	 (Lindsey,	Caldera,	 &	 Colwell,	 2005),	 or	 no	 links	 between	 child	 gender	 and	 co-parenting	(Kamp	 Dush	 et	 al.,	 2011).	 The	 variation	 in	 findings	 may,	 to	 some	 degree,	 be	accounted	 for	 by	 differentiating	 between	 the	 research	 populations.	 For	 example,	the	findings	of	Kamp	Dush	et	al.	(2011)	may	only	be	generalisable	to	low-income	
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U.S.	 parents	 whose	 relationships	 dissolved	 within	 the	 first	 five	 years	 of	 their	shared	care	child’s	life.		
Parenting	Arrangement	 	 	The	post-separation	 parenting	 arrangement	 is	associated	 with	 the	 frequency	 of	 communication	 between	 parents	 following	separation.	Parents	who	share	the	care	of	children	are	significantly	more	likely	to	report	 higher	 levels	 of	 communication	 and	 co-parental	 satisfaction	 (Arditti	 &	Madden-Derdich,	1997;	Kelly,	2007).	Share	care	parents	also	report	a	co-operative	co-parenting	 style	 that	 is	 evident	both	prior	 to	and	 following	 separation	 (Smyth,	2005).	 	 Inflexible	or	unsatisfactory	parenting	arrangements	may	 fuel	 co-parental	conflict	 while	 relocation	 or	 increasing	 distances	 between	 parent	 residences	 is	likely	to	reduce	cooperation	and	communication	(Ahrons	&	Tanner,	2003).		
Relationship	Commitment	 	 When	 parental	 relationships	 prior	 to	separation	involved	considerable	commitment	and/or	investment	associated	with	time,	 economic	 or	 socio-emotional	 factors	 such	 as	 children	 or	 home	 ownership,	post-separation	contact	 is	 likely	 to	be	stronger	 than	couples	with	 lower	 levels	of	attachment	 (Fischer	 et	 al.,	 2005).	 Parents	 with	 lower	 levels	 of	 pre-separation	commitment	 and	 support	may	 not	 demonstrate	 drastic	 reductions	 in	 the	 short-term	 post-separation	 but	 may	 disengage	 and	 reduce	 mutual	 support	 over	 time	(Carlson	et	al.,	2008).		Studies	of	both	never	separated	and	separated	families	also	provide	support	for	the	stability	of	co-parenting	behaviours	over	time,	particularly	negatively	 oriented	 behaviours	 such	 as	 undermining,	 and	 the	 important	 link	between	 early	 co-parenting	 behaviour	 and	 future	 parental	 relationships	 and	involvement	with	children	(Ahrons	&	Tanner,	2003;	Schoppe-Sullivan	et	al.,	2004).	For	the	majority	of	couples	with	high	levels	of	attachment	prior	to	separation,	the	quality	and	nature	of	their	relationship	post-separation	is	expected	to	be	initially	
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lower	 but	 recover	 over	 the	 long-term	 (Kamp	 Dush	 et	 al.,	 2011;	 Hetherington,	1999).		
Time	Since	Separation	 Longer	durations	of	separation	are	often	accompanied	by	 declines	 in	 co-parental	 communication	 	 (Baum,	 2003;	 Fischer	 et	 al.,	 2005;	Ganong	 et	 al.,	 2011;	 Maccoby	 et	 al.,	 1993)	 and	 shifts	 from	 co-operative	 co-parenting	 to	 single	 parenting	 behaviours	 (Amato	 et	 al.,	 2011;	 Kamp	Dush	 et	 al.,	2011).	A	 long-term	study	examining	the	 impact	of	relationships	between	parents	on	 the	 wellbeing	 of	 adult	 children	 20	 years	 after	 separation,	 found	 that	 the	proportion	of	parents	who	could	be	described	as	friendly	or	cooperative	increased	fourfold	 between	 the	 time	 of	 separation	 and	 20	 years	 later	 (Ahrons,	 2007).	Similarly,	 in	 Amato,	 Kane,	 and	 James’	 (2011)	 exploration	 of	 post-separation	patterns	 of	 parenting,	 a	 pure	 conflicted	 group	did	 not	 emerge	 as	 anticipated	 (as	noted	earlier).	 	The	authors	suggest	that	although	conflict	may	be	expected	to	be	relatively	 intense	 during	 and	 immediately	 following	 the	 separation	 phase,	 these	disputes	are	likely	to	diminish	over	time	for	most	parents	(Amato	et	al.,	2011).			
Family	Law	and	Policy		 Public	policy	and	family	law	can	shape	the	context	and	negotiations	 between	 parents	 post-separation	 and	 influence	 co-parenting	interactions.	 	 For	 example,	 the	 Australian	 family	 law	 and	 child	 support	 reforms	introduced	 in	 2006	 encourage	 shared	 parenting	 post-separation,	 and	 aim	 to	minimise	 parental	 conflict	 associated	 with	 the	 negotiation	 of	 financial	 child	support	 obligations.	 	 When	 parents	 are	 satisfied	 with	 the	 post-separation	parenting	arrangements	and	property	settlement	they	are	significantly	more	likely	to	 be	 satisfied	 with	 the	 quality	 of	 their	 co-parental	 relationship	 (Baum,	 2003;	Drapeau	 et	 al.,	 2009;	 Maccoby	 et	 al.,	 1990),	 and	 vice	 versa.	 	 In	 contrast,	acrimonious	 legal	 proceedings	 and	 inflexible	 agreements	 are	 typically	 negatively	
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associated	with	co-parental	cooperation	(Ahrons,	2007;	Baum,	2003;	Schrodt	et	al.,	2006).	
4.3	Summary	In	this	chapter	I	have	described	two	fundamental	relationships	for	child	and	family	wellbeing	–	the	parent–parent	relationship,	and	the	parent–child	relationship.	The	literature	exploring	the	impact	of	repartnering	on	family	dynamics	reveals	mixed	findings.		
The	research	suggests	that	the	presence	of	a	new	cohabiting	parental	partner	can	place	considerable	stress	on	the	parent–child	relationship.	This	strain	appears	to	 be	 primarily	 a	 result	 of	 disruption	 to	 parental	 attention	 and	 emotional	resources,	 lack	of	appropriate	consultation,	 the	 impact	of	 the	stepparent,	and	the	interpretation	 of	 parental	 behaviours	 by	 children.	 Non-resident	 fathers’	repartnering	 is	 likely	 to	 adversely	 impact	 on	 the	 father–child	 relationship.	 In	contrast,	 the	 impact	of	mothers’	new	unions	 is	 less	conclusive,	with	most	studies	relying	 on	 small	 samples	 and	 cross-sectional	 data	 comparing	 different	 family	structures.		Despite	some	evidence	that	(resident)	maternal	new	partnerships	can	also	result	in	disruptive	parenting	and	additional	family	stress,	these	effects	were	found	to	be	short-term—with	most	studies	suggesting	that	relationships	between	mothers	and	their	children	are	sustained	over	the	long	term.	Residential	mothers’	new	partners	may	also	facilitate	increases	in	father–child	engagement	as	children	shift	alliances	to	accommodate	additional	maternal	relational	complexities.		Parents’	 capacity	 to	 share	 responsibility	 for	 addressing	 the	 needs	 of	 their	children	 is	 fundamental	 to	 family	 functioning,	 with	 cooperative	 co-parent	relationships	being	particularly	important	for	adjustment	post-separation.	There	is	considerable	 research	 focused	 on	 examining	 co-parenting	 dynamics	 post-
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separation.	 Given	 that	 new	 partners	 may	 trigger	 distinct	 shifts	 in	 relational	priorities,	it	may	well	be	expected	that	the	introduction	of	new	partners	potentially	compromise	or	diminish	parental	 cooperation	and	 communication.	Research	has	found	that	new	partners	are	linked	with	reductions	in	co-parental	interactions,	as	well	 as	 increases	 in	 negative	 co-parenting	 attitudes.	 So,	 much	 of	 the	 emerging	research	suggests	that	repartnering	can	adversely	impact	on	family	dynamics.		The	findings	described	above	provide	useful	context	for	the	interpretation	of	the	 results	 presented	 in	 Chapter	 9	 that	 examine	 the	 relationship	 between	repartnering	 and	 post-separation	 family	 dynamics	 in	 Australia.	
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5. Literature Review – Part 
III: Repartnering and 
Wellbeing 	
In	Australia,	as	elsewhere,	family	form	has	changed	dramatically	over	the	past	few	decades,	with	repartnering	after	parental	separation	a	relatively	common	feature	of	the	modern	family.		Complex	family	structures	are	not	unusual.		A	large	body	of	research	 suggests	 repartnering	 transitions	 have	 the	 potential	 to	 alter	 family	 life	and	everyday	routines	in	significant	ways,	with	the	impact	of	the	new	partner	on	family	dynamics	felt	immediately	following	the	change	in	family	circumstances,	or	experienced	as	more	enduring	consequences	manifesting	later	in	the	life	course.		
In	this	chapter	I	introduce	the	concept	of	‘family	wellbeing’	and	explore	ways	in	 which	 this	 broad	 construct	 can	 best	 be	 measured.	 	 A	 brief	 literature	 review	examining	the	relationship	between	repartnering	and	adult	and	child	wellbeing	is	presented,	along	with	several	theoretical	perspectives	that	seek	to	account	for	the	potential	impact	of	repartnering	on	child	and	parent	wellbeing.		A	brief	description	of	 the	 conceptual	 framework	 used	 to	 guide	 the	 analytic	 strategy	 adopted	 in	 this	thesis	(Chapters	8–10)	is	also	offered.			
5.1	Defining	and	Measuring	‘Wellbeing’	A	holistic	 approach	 to	wellbeing	 research	 integrates	 a	 range	of	 social,	 economic,	and	 personal	 elements	 (Amato,	 2005;	 Diener,	 2006;	 Larsen	 &	 Eid,	 2008;	White,	2010)	 associated	 with	 the	 emotional,	 functional	 and	 physical	 aspects	 of	 ‘feeling	good’	 (Eid	 &	 Larsen,	 2008).	 At	 its	 simplest,	 the	 experience	 of	 wellbeing	 is	
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considered	 to	 reflect	 the	 presence	 of	 positive	 affect	 (e.g.,	 contentment,	 pleasure,	affection,	 engagement,	 joy,	 etc.),	 the	 absence	 of	 negative	 affect	 (e.g.,	 anger,	frustration,	 shame,	 guilt,	 depression,	 anxiety,	 loneliness,	 etc.),	 satisfaction	 and	fulfilment	with	 life,	 quality	 relationships,	 and	positive	 functioning	 (Diener,	2006;	Eid	 &	 Larsen,	 2008;	 Ryff	 &	 Keyes,	 1995).	 	 Wellbeing	 is	 related	 to	 numerous	individual	 and	 family	 benefits	 including	 better	 health,	 living	 conditions,	 work	quality,	and	economic	autonomy	(Lyubomirsky,	King,	&	Diener,	2005).	
Advances	 in	 psychological	 measurement	 theory	 suggest	 that	 the	 broad	concept	of	 ‘wellbeing’	can	be	validly	and	reliably	measured	(Diener,	2006).	Early	studies	 of	 wellbeing	 in	 the	 context	 of	 stepfamily	 relationships	 typically	 employ	objective	 measures	 that	 focus	 on	 behavioural,	 socio-economic,	 and	 cognitive	outcomes	for	adults	and	children	(for	a	good	review	see	Pryor	&	Rodgers,	2001).	Objective	 dimensions	 offer	 tangible	 evidence	 of	 the	 quality	 of	 one’s	 life.	 	 These	types	of	measures	can	often	be	observed	by	others	and	recorded	as	frequencies	or	quantities	 such	 as	 academic,	 health	 and	 economic	 indicators.	 	 Integrating	 these	types	of	measures	with	subjective	evaluations	of	how	people	think	and	feel	about	their	 lives	 is	 considered	 to	 reflect	 how	 wellbeing	 is	 individually	 or	 uniquely	experienced	(Diener,	2006).		
Subjective	 and	 relational	 measures	 of	 wellbeing	 provide	 insight	 into	 one’s	feelings,	 the	quality	of	 their	personal	relationships,	and	 individual	perceptions	of	purpose	 and	 accomplishment.	 Subjective	 wellbeing	 measures	 include	 personal	evaluations	people	make	regarding	their	lives,	their	experiences,	their	health,	and	circumstances	 in	 which	 they	 live	 (Diener,	 2006).	 	 These	 valuations	 can	 include	cognitive	appraisals	of	life	and	work	satisfaction,	interest	and	engagement,	as	well	as	 affective	 reactions	 to	 life	 events	 including	 joy	 and	 sadness	 (Diener,	 2006).	
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Relational	wellbeing	dimensions	include	intimate	indices	that	reflect	love	and	care,	as	 well	 as	 broader	 definitions	 of	 the	 extent	 and	 quality	 of	 social	 networks	 and	interpersonal	interactions	(White,	2010).		
Researchers	 posit	 that	 individual	 subjective	 wellbeing	 is	 likely	 to	 be	genetically	influenced	and	relatively	robust	over	the	life	course	(Steel,	Schmidt,	&	Shultz,	2008).	At	‘normal’	levels,	people	feel	good	about	themselves,	are	motivated	to	conduct	their	lives,	and	have	a	strong	sense	of	optimism	(Cummins,	et	al.,	2012;	Larsen	&	Eid,	2008).		However,	people’s	moods,	emotions,	and	level	of	satisfaction	also	vary	in	reaction	to	life	events	(Larsen	&	Eid,	2008).			If	compromised	through	external	 circumstances,	 such	as	 those	associated	with	exposure	 to	chronic	 stress	or	 changed	 personal	 relationships,	 wellbeing	 becomes	 vulnerable	 and	 at	 risk	 of	distress.	 Economic	 and	 quality	 interpersonal	 resources	 strengthen	 personal	defences	 against	 negative	 experiences	 (Cummins,	 Walter,	 &	 Woerner,	 2007;	Henderson,	 1977;	 Myers,	 1999).	 	 The	 impact	 of	 adverse	 events	 may	 also	 be	minimised	 by	 protective	 cognitive	 defence	 mechanisms	 that	 positively	 alter	 the	way	we	view	ourselves	(Cummins	&	Nistico,	2002).		
Family	wellbeing	is	difficult	 to	define	and	measure	(Pryor,	2014).	 It	 is	often	conceptualised	 by	 familial	 interdependence	 in	 that	 overall	 family	 wellbeing	 is	determined	 by	 the	 cumulative	 (physical,	 social,	 economic,	 and	 psychological)	wellbeing	 of	 individual	 members	 of	 a	 family	 (Pryor,	 2014).	 Child	 wellbeing	 is	typically	 intrinsically	 linked	 to	 that	 of	 their	 parents	 and	 other	 family	 members	(although	 interactions	 with	 friends,	 school,	 social	 networks	 etc.	 becomes	increasingly	 important	 to	 individual	wellbeing	 as	 children	develop)	 (Hamilton	&	Redmond,	 2010).	 Family	 and	 parent	 measures	 of	 wellbeing	 can	 therefore	 be	appropriate	indicators	of	child	wellbeing	in	general	(Hamilton	&	Redmond,	2010).	
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5.2	Repartnering	and	Wellbeing	Repartnering	 typically	 occurs	 after	 a	 series	 of	 previous	 family	 transitions,	including	the	dissolution	of	prior	relationships	as	a	consequence	of	separation	or	divorce.	These	transitions	are	often	accompanied	by	significant	changes	in	family	role	 identity	 and	 responsibilities	 (Dupre	&	Meadows,	2007).	 In	a	 comprehensive	review	 of	 research	 focused	 on	 divorce	 outcomes,	 Amato	 (2010)	 concluded	 that	compared	 to	 married	 adults,	 divorced	 adults	 had	 lower	 levels	 of	 psychological,	physical	 and	 financial	wellbeing,	 and	were	more	 likely	 to	 report	 social	 isolation	and	 parenting	 difficulties.	 	 Recent	 Australian	 research	 also	 found	 that	 divorce	earlier	in	life	had	an	overall	pattern	of	long	lasting	negative	impacts	on	wellbeing	across	 a	 range	 of	 domains,	 including	 social	 support,	 life	 satisfaction,	 financial	prosperity,	 and	 mental	 health,	 with	 separation	 having	 a	 larger	 and	 more	generalised	effect	on	the	wellbeing	of	older	women	than	on	older	men	(Gray,	et	al.,	2011).			
Children	and	adolescents	who	experience	parental	divorce	are	at	greater	risk	of	 experiencing	 poorer	 outcomes	 than	 children	 whose	 parents	 remain	 together	(Pryor	 &	 Rodgers,	 2001;	 Sun	 &	 Li,	 2002;	 Videon,	 2002).	 Children	 of	 divorced	families	have	been	 found	 to	have	 lower	 levels	of	 academic	 success,	 and	a	higher	risk	 of	 behavioural,	 social	 and	 psychological	 problems	 compared	 to	 those	 who	grow	 up	 in	 stable,	 two-parent	 married	 families	 (Amato,	 2000;	 Amato,	 2005),	though	 the	 differences	 between	 the	 two	 family	 groups	 are	 usually	 statistically	modest	 (Amato,	 2005).	 	 The	 so-called	 ‘sleeper	 effect’	 for	 children	 of	 divorce	(Wallerstein	&	Blakeslee,	1989)	also	appears	to	persist	into	adulthood	with	studies	indicating	 constraints	 to	 long-term	 educational,	 income	 and	 interpersonal	outcomes	(Amato,	2005;	Amato	&	Cheadle,	2005;	Feldhaus	&	Heintz-Martin,	2015;	Pryor	&	Rodgers,	2001).			
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When	parents	establish	new	relationships	post-separation,	the	effect	may	be	twofold:	 	 potentially	 introducing	 additional	 stressors	 associated	 with	 family	reorganisation	 and	 adjustment,	 and/or	 alternatively	 helping	 to	 alleviate	 the	negative	 issues	associated	with	prior	 family	disruption.	A	 fundamental	 challenge	for	 repartnering	 researchers	 is	 differentiating	 between	 the	 outcomes	 associated	with	 previous	 familial	 transitions,	 such	 as	 separation,	 and	 the	 outcomes	specifically	associated	with	repartnering	and/or	stepfamily	formation.			
5.2.1	Repartnering	and	Adult	Wellbeing	
Prior	 research	 has	 shown	 that	 new	 relationships	 post-separation	 can	 result	 in	 a	range	of	benefits	for	adults,	 including	improved	financial	circumstances	(Bzostek,	McLanahan,	 &	 Carlson,	 2012;	 Dewilde	 &	 Uunk,	 2008;	 Fisher,	 2015;	 Jansen,	Mortelmans,	&	Snoeckx,	2009;	Morrison	&	Ritualo,	2000;	Wilmonth	&	Koso,	2002);	higher	 levels	of	physical	health	(Dupre	&	Meadows,	2007;	Williams	&	Umberson,	2004),	 and	 enhancements	 to	 emotional	wellbeing	 and	 life	 satisfaction	 (Baxter	&	Hewitt,	 2014;	 Cummins,	 et	 al.,	 2012;	 Williams,	 2003).	 	 As	 a	 consequence,	repartnering	 is	 often	 presumed	 to	 be	 an	 important	 feature	 of	 post-separation	recovery	(Poortman	&	Hewitt,	2015).		Often	less	considered,	however,	is	the	risk	of	new	 unions	 hindering	 parental	 wellbeing	 by	 negatively	 influencing	 the	attachments	and	bonds	parents	share	with	children	and	each	other	(Carroll	et	al.,	2007;	Pryor,	2014).	A	comprehensive	study	of	almost	7,000	American	adults	examining	various	indicators	of	psychological	wellbeing	 (most	notably,	 autonomy,	personal	 growth,	positive	 relationships,	 purpose	 in	 life,	 self	 acceptance,	 environmental	 mastery,	global	happiness,	personal	mastery,	and	hostility)	found	those	who	had	remarried	experienced	 improved	 wellbeing	 in	 comparison	 with	 those	 individuals	 who	
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remained	 never	 married,	 divorced	 or	 separated	 (Marks	 &	 Lambert,	 1998).		However,	the	benefits	of	new	relationships	for	long-term	physical	health	may	not	be	 as	 obvious,	 with	 research	 finding	 marital	 disruption	 continued	 to	 negatively	influence	 chronic	 physical	 health	 issues	 over	 the	 long-term	 regardless	 of	 future	relationship	status	(Hughes	&	Waite,	2009).		
In	a	recent	Australian	study	of	the	long-term	effects	of	earlier-in-life	divorce,	Gray,	de	Vaus,	Qu,	and	Stanton	(2011)	found	that	for	both	older	men	and	women,	divorce	 tends	 to	 have	 a	 long	 lasting	 negative	 effect	 on	wellbeing,	 and	 that	 these	negative	 effects	 were	 larger	 for	 those	 who	 remained	 single	 in	 comparison	 with	those	who	had	remarried.		The	authors	concluded	that	remarriage	mitigates	many	but	 not	 all	 of	 the	 negative	 effects	 of	 divorce	 on	wellbeing	 and	 social	 connection.	They	suggest	that	their	findings	point	to	the	importance	of	marriage	or	marriage-like	relationships	for	wellbeing	later	in	life	(Gray	et	al.,	2011).		Resource	models	–	posited	 to	 account	 for	 the	 beneficial	 outcomes	 of	 new	 post-separation	relationships	–	suggest	that	repartnering	improves	health	over	time	as	new	unions	address	 the	potential	 resource	deficiencies	 experienced	after	 separation	 (Ross	&	Wu,	 1996;	 Simon	&	Marcussen,	 1999),	 including	 the	 loss	 of	 economic	 resources	and	 social	 support	 that	 encourage	 healthy	 living	 and	 wellbeing	 (Arber	 2004;	Pinquart	&	Sorensen,	2000).			
5.2.2	Repartnering	and	Child	Wellbeing	
Despite	the	potential	benefits	for	household	resources	(Morrison	&	Ritualo,	2000),	parental	 emotional	 wellbeing	 (Marks	 &	 Lambert,	 1998)	 and	 parenting–social	resources	 (Berger,	 Carlson,	 Bzostek,	 &	 Osborne,	 2008;	 Bzostek,	 2008;	 White	 &	Gilbreth,	 2001),	many	 studies	 have	 found	 that	 repartnering	 does	 not	 completely	diminish	 the	 negative	 consequences	 associated	 with	 single	 parenthood	 for	
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children.	In	some	cases	it	actually	exacerbates	the	problem	(Amato,	2005;	Coleman	et	 al.,	 2000;	 Hetherington	 &	 Clingempeel,	 1992;	 Jeynes,	 2006).	 	 For	 example,	 a	study	of	11,000	adolescents	in	the	United	States	examining	the	influence	of	family	transitions	 on	 subsequent	 outcomes	 in	 terms	 of	 delinquency,	 depression,	 and	school	 engagement	 found	 that	 transitioning	 from	 a	 one-parent	 to	 a	 two-parent	stepfamily	 is	 associated	with	 declines	 in	 a	 range	 of	wellbeing	 domains,	 and	 that	this	 effect	 was	 larger	 for	 cohabiting	 stepfamilies	 than	 for	 re-married	 parents	 in	stepfamilies	(Brown,	2006).	
Children	 who	 have	 experienced	 parental	 repartnering	 may	 show	 not	 only	short-	 and	medium-term	distress	 (such	 as	negativity	 and	 adjustment	 issues)	but	are	 also	 at	 risk	of	 long-term	difficulties	 over	many	domains	of	 development	 and	achievement	when	compared	with	those	in	non-divorced	families	(Bray	&	Berger,	1993;	 Brown,	 2004;	 Coleman,	 et	 al.,	 2000;	 Hetherington,	 &	 Clingempeel,	 1992;	Hetherington,	1999;	Hofferth,	2006;	Jeynes,	2006;	Manning	&	Lamb,	2003;	Pryor	&	Rodgers,	 2001).	 	 In	 comparison	 with	 those	 in	 two	 biological	 parent	 families,	children	 living	 in	 stepfamilies	 have	 been	 found	 to	 exhibit	 poorer	 social	 and	emotional	 behaviour	 during	 childhood	 (Barret	 &	 Turner,	 2005;	 Carlson,	 2006;	Cavanagh	&	Huston,	2008);	a	decline	in	overall	physical	health	(Langton	&	Berger,	2011);	 restricted	 economic	 outcomes	 as	 adults;	 an	 increased	 likelihood	 of	engaging	in	aggressive,	antisocial	and	criminal	behaviour	(Apel	&	Kaukinen,	2008;	Brown,	2010);	poorer	mental	health	(Sawyer,	Arney,	et	al.,	2001),	and	early	(and	risky)	 sexual	 behaviour	 in	 adolescence	 and	 adulthood	 (Amato	 &	 Kane,	 2011;	Brown,	2006;	Coleman	&	Glenn,	2010).			
Trends	in	adverse	outcomes	for	children	following	parental	repartnering	are	perhaps	 strongest	 in	 relation	 to	 education	 and	 cognitive	 outcomes	 (Artis,	 2007;	
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Brown;	 2006;	 Jeynes,	 2006;	 Manning	 &	 Lamb,	 2003)	 being	 less	 consistent	 with	regard	 to	 emotional	 and	behavioural	wellbeing	 (Brown,	 2006,	Manning	&	Lamb,	2003;	 Sweeney	 2007).	 	 There	 is	 also	 increasing	 evidence	 of	 a	 significant	relationship	 between	 the	 number	 of	 family	 transitions	 children	 experience	 to	which	 children	 must	 adjust,	 and	 the	 ensuing,	 and	 possible	 cumulative	 negative	psychological	or	behavioural	outcomes	of	 these	 transitions	 (Capaldi	&	Patterson,	1991;	 Cavanagh	 &	 Huston,	 2006;	 Elliott	 &	 Vaitilingam,	 2008;	 Fomby	 &	 Cherlin,	2007;	 Jeynes,	 2006;	 Juby	 &	 Farrington,	 2001;	 Magnuson	 &	 Berger,	 2009;	Wu	 &	Martinson,	1993).		
Despite	 empirical	 research	 detailing	 the	 possible	 adverse	 outcomes	 for	children,	 long-term	 or	 universal	 poor	 consequences	 are	 far	 from	 inevitable	 as	effect	 sizes	are	 relatively	 small	 and	 there	 is	 great	variability	 in	 the	outcomes	 for	both	 children	 and	 adults	 living	 in	 step	 families	 (Amato,	 2000;	 Amato,	 2005;	Cartwright,	 2008;	 Cherlin,	 2008;	 Coleman,	 et	 al.,	 2000;	 Hawkins,	 et	 al.,	 2007;	Manning	&	Lamb,	2003;	Pryor,	2014;	Pryor	&	Rodgers,	2001;	Sweeney,	2010;	Wen,	2008).	 	 Given	 the	 complexity	 of	 life	 courses	 for	 those	 children	 experiencing	multiple	family	transitions,	research	investigating	outcomes	of	repartnering	must	be	interpreted	cautiously	(Pryor	&	Rodgers,	2001).	Adverse	outcomes	for	children	are	not	inevitable	for	all	children	whose	parents	separate.	While	some	children	are	put	at	risk	by	repartnering,	most	children	are	okay	over	time.		
5.3	Conceptual	Framework	Several	theories	have	predictive	power	in	explaining	why	repartnering	might	have	short-	 and	 long-term	 negative	 and	 positive	 consequences	 (these	 differ	 from	 the	theories	 presented	 in	 Chapter	 2	 relating	 to	 relationship	 formation).	 	 ‘Instability’	and	 ‘social	 control’	 theories,	 for	 example,	 suggest	 that	 competing	 obligations	
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between	parents,	 their	 children,	 and	new	partners	may	alter	parenting	practices	and	 competencies	 as	 well	 as	 children’s	 perceptions	 of	 relationships	 and	 family	functioning	 (Amato,	 2005;	 Coleman	 et	 al.,	 2000;	 Wu	 &	 Martinson,	 1993).		According	 to	 these	 theories,	 the	 quality	 of	 and	 investment	 in	 parenting	may	 be	compromised	 for	 children	 in	 repartnered	 families	 in	 terms	 of	 parenting	 time,	attention,	supervision,	and	monitoring	(Wu	&	Martinson,	1993).			
By	contrast,	‘stress-adjustment’	frameworks	consider	repartnering	as	part	of	a	cumulative	process	of	change	that	culminates	in	a	series	of	stressors	increasing	the	 risk	 of	 negative	 outcomes	 (i.e.,	 a	 classic	 ‘layering-effect’	 or	 ‘pile-up’)	 (Amato,	2000;	 Amato,	 et	 al.,	 2011;	 Pearlin,	 Schieman,	 Fazio,	 &	 Meersman,	 2005).	 	 The	severity	 and	duration	of	 these	outcomes	are	moderated	by	a	 range	of	protective	factors	 associated	with	 the	 emotional	 and	 socio-economic	 resources	 available	 to	both	adults	and	children	(Amato,	2000).		From	the	stress-adjustment	perspective,	families	 that	 include	 a	 stepparent	 or	 unrelated	 cohabiting	 partner	 of	 the	residential	biological	parent	are	 likely	 to	experience	ongoing	or	 increased	 family	conflict,	 stress,	 and	 economic	 disadvantages	 associated	 with	 reorganisation	 of	family	 roles,	 residence,	 and	 employment	 (Hetherington,	 1999)	 that	 may	 persist	into	adulthood	and	later	in	life	(Coleman	et	al.,	2000;	Wu	&	Martinson,	1993).			
While	 the	 disruption	 to	 family	 functioning	 following	 repartnering	 may	 be	relatively	 temporary,	 the	 experience	 of	 multiple	 transitions	 may	 further	compromise	 wellbeing	 and	 social	 adjustment	 across	 the	 life	 course,	 particularly	when	transitions	occur	in	early	childhood	(Cavanagh	&	Huston,	2008;	Magnuson	&	Berger,	 2009).	 ‘Risk	 and	 resiliency’	 theories	 extend	 the	 stress-adjustment	frameworks	 by	 recognising	 that	 while	 family	 transitions	 may	 present	 stressful	challenges,	 these	 events	 can	 also	 provide	 opportunities	 for	 beneficial	 change	
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(Amato	 &	 Booth,	 1996;	 Hetherington	 &	 Stanley-Hagan,	 1999),	 and	 the	 risk	 of	potentially	adverse	outcomes	may	diminish.	
Finally,	 proponents	 of	 ‘selection’	 theories	 argue	 that	many	 of	 the	 apparent	disadvantages	for	children	living	in	repartnered	families	are	likely	to	be	associated	with	 selection	 factors	 rather	 than	 parental	 repartnering	 per	 se.	 	 Differences	 in	individual	 characteristics	 and	 experiences	 may	 be	 associated	 with	 both	 the	likelihood	 of	 residing	 in	 a	 certain	 type	 of	 family	 structure	 and	 family	 outcomes	(Foster	&	Kalil,	2007).	 	For	example,	repartnered	families	may	be	pre-exposed	to	factors	 known	 to	 affect	 wellbeing,	 including	 declining	 financial	 resources,	 and	chronic	family	conflict	(Amato,	2000).	Prior	experiences	may,	 in	part,	account	for	the	 degree	 of	 adjustment	 following	 parental	 repartnering	 –	 particularly	 for	children	 (Amato,	 2000;	Hetherington,	 1999;	Hetherington	&	Clingempeel,	 1992).	Moreover,	 the	 personality	 characteristics	 and	 cognitive	 abilities	 of	 parents	 are	likely	to	affect	their	ability	or	propensity	to	maintain	stable	intimate	relationships	(Aquilino,	 2006;	 Cooksey	 &	 Craig,	 1998;	 Foster	 &	 Kalil,	 2007),	 and	 these	 traits	influence	the	characteristics	of	their	children	through	environmental	exposure	and	genetic	transmission	(Fomby	&	Cherlin,	2007).		
The	 assumption	 that	 individuals	 bring	 characteristics	 to	 relationships	 that	increase	the	risk	of	family	instability	has	some	empirical	support	(Amato	&	Booth,	1996;	Capaldi	&	Patterson,	1991;	Cherlin,	Furstenberg,	Chase-Linsdale	et	al,	1991;	Hetherington,	1999;	Hope,	Rodgers,	&	Power,	1999).	However,	while	pre-existing	parental	 characteristics,	 resources	 and	 family	 environments	 may	 influence	 the	effect	 of	 changing	 family	 structures,	meta-analytic	 reviews	 suggest	 other	 factors	are	also	at	play	(Amato,	2005).		
	100	
In	developing	a	strategy	for	examining	the	association	between	repartnering	and	 wellbeing,	 the	 above	 three	 theoretical	 perspectives	 have	 potential	 utility.		These	 theories	 suggest	 that	 parental	 repartnering	 may	 affect	 several	 processes	contributing	 in	 varying	 degrees	 to	 family	 adjustment	 and	 outcomes.	 	 These	processes	 are	 neither	 mutually	 exclusive	 nor	 exhaustive	 and	 can	 operate	simultaneously.	 	New	parent	unions	have	the	potential	to	significantly	modify	the	socio-economic	resources	available	to	family	members,	as	well	as	trigger	shifts	in	patterns	 of	 familial	 interactions	 and	 communication.	 An	 understanding	 of	 this	inter-relatedness	 guides	 the	 scope	 of	 analysis	 employed	 in	 this	 thesis,	 and	necessitates	 the	 inclusion	of	a	diverse	range	of	measures	considered	to	 influence	child	and	parent	wellbeing.		
Risk	 and	 resiliency	 theories	 suggest	 that	 repartnering	 may	 improve	economic	and	affective	resources.	 It	 is	 thus	hypothesised	that	parents’	subjective	evaluations	 of	 child	 wellbeing,	 life	 satisfaction,	 health,	 and	 financial	 prosperity	examined	 in	 this	 study	 are	 likely	 to	 be	 positively	 associated	 with	 repartnering.		However,	 new	 parental	 unions	 can	 also	 shift	 parental	 priorities	 and	 introduce	transitional	stressors.	Repartnering	can	therefore	also	compromise	or	diminish	the	quality	of	the	parent–child	relationship,	intensify	co-parent	conflict,	or	impede	co-parent	cooperation	and	communication.			
5.4	Summary	In	this	chapter,	I	introduced	the	concept	of	‘family	wellbeing’	and	briefly	reviewed	the	literature	examining	repartnering	outcomes	for	both	adults	and	children.	The	literature	 suggests	 repartnering	 can	 have	 considerable	 emotional	 and	 socio-economic	benefits	for	separated	parents.	However,	the	flow-on	positive	effects	for	children	in	repartnered	families	may	not	be	as	clear.		
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Several	theoretical	perspectives	that	seek	to	explain	the	potential	benefit	and	risk	 of	 repartnering	 highlight	 the	 capacity	 of	 family	 experiences	 or	 events	 to	uniquely	influence	individual	wellbeing.	Children’s	wellbeing	in	particular	appears	sensitive	 to	shifts	 in	socio-economic	and	 interpersonal	 factors.	Therefore,	a	wide	range	 of	measures	 has	 value	 in	 exploring	 the	 relationship	 between	 repartnering	and	child	and	parent	wellbeing.		
A	 series	of	universal	 and	 reliable	predictors	 including	 satisfaction	with	 life,	physical	 health,	 emotional	 health,	 and	 financial	 prosperity,	 is	 employed	 in	 the	present	study	to	capture	the	scope	of	subjective	parent	and	child	wellbeing.		These	predictors	 will	 be	 evaluated	 alongside	 the	 objective	 measures	 of	 parental	involvement	(Chapter	3)	and	relational	measures	of	family	dynamics	(Chapter	4),	to	 test	 the	 notion,	 as	 suggested	 by	 the	 literature,	 that	 repartnering	 has	 both	potential	benefits	and	risks	for	children	and	parents.	
5.5	Extending	prior	work	with	new	data	and	new	questions	Transitioning	from	a	single	parent	to	a	repartnered	family	is	a	relatively	common	experience	for	many	Australian	families.	The	repartnering	process	varies	greatly	in	relation	to	the	timing	of	repartnering,	fluidity	of	family	membership,	and	diversity	of	characteristics	of	parents	who	tend	to	repartner.		
The	 literature	 suggests	 gender,	 age,	 and	 caregiving	 responsibilities	 are	consistent	 predictors	 of	 repartnering,	 though	 there	 is	 some	 evidence	 that	 these	characteristics	 affect	 fathers	 and	 mothers	 differently.	 Mixed	 findings	 and	 data	collection	 issues	 remain	 a	 feature	 of	 repartnering	 research	 in	 the	 Australian	context.		
The	 present	 study	 seeks	 to	 improve	 understanding	 of	 repartnering	 in	Australia	by	utilising	a	large	nationally	representative	longitudinal	sample,	a	wide	
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range	of	 indicators,	and	robust	data	analysis.	Building	on	prior	work	and	 theory,	the	 first	 part	 of	 the	 thesis	 explores	 to	what	 extent	 Australian	 parents	 form	new	relationships	 post-separation,	 and	 under	which	 socio-demographic	 conditions.	 It	does	so	by	attempting	to	answer	the	question:	What	are	the	individual,	family	and	
household	characteristics	of	Australian	separated	parents	related	to	repartnering	six	
years	post-separation?	(i.e.,	Research	Question	1).	
In	 addition,	 despite	 an	 emerging	 empirical	 and	 policy	 focus	 on	 family	functioning	 and	 wellbeing,	 many	 important	 questions	 concerning	 the	 outcomes	associated	with	 post-separation	 relationships	 remain	 unanswered.	 There	 is	 now	good	evidence	that	a	variety	of	factors	(e.g.,	parental	involvement,	life	satisfaction,	financial	prosperity,	and	strong	relationships	between	 family	members)	promote	physical	and	emotional	health,	child	development,	and	a	sense	of	wellbeing	across	the	 life	 span.	 Yet	 we	 also	 know	 that	 post-separation,	 these	 elements	 are	particularly	vulnerable	to	further	family	transition	stressors.	Thus	the	second	part	of	 the	 study	 seeks	 to	 explore	 whether	 repartnering	 undermines	 or	 strengthens	these	protective	factors	for	child	and	parental	adjustment	–	at	least	in	the	short-	to	medium-term	post-separation.	It	does	so,	by	seeking	to	answer	the	question:	Is	the	
repartnering	 transition	 associated	 with	 changes	 in	 family	 wellbeing	 in	 terms	 of	
economic	 resources,	 physical	 and	 emotional	 health,	 family	 dynamics,	 and	 parental	
involvement?	(i.e.,	Research	Question	2).	
Finally,	 although	 most	 repartnering	 research	 focuses	 on	 families	 in	 which	children	 primarily	 live	 with	 their	 biological	 mother	 there	 is	 mounting	 evidence	that	 the	 processes	 underlying	 adjustment	 to	 family	 transitions	 might	 differ	 by	family	type	(Pryor,	2014).		Research	investigating	‘average’	repartnered	families	is	therefore	not	 likely	to	capture	the	diverse	outcomes	that	may	be	associated	with	
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the	wide	variation	 in	 family	 composition	and	dynamics	 (Apel	&	Kaukinen,	2008;	Coleman	 &	 Glenn,	 2010).	 This	 thesis	 contributes	 to	 the	 existing	 literature	 by	broadening	 the	 scope	 of	 investigation	 to	 examine	 additional	 domains	 of	parenthood	(e.g.,	shared-time	parenting,	or	arrangements	where	children	live	with	their	fathers	most	or	all	of	the	time).	This	more	expansive	approach	offers	a	unique	insight	 to	 potential	 gender	 differences	 associated	 with	 the	 experience	 of	repartnering.	 To	 explore	 the	 relationship	 between	 repartnering	 and	 different	patterns	 of	 post-separation	 parenting,	 I	 attempt	 to	 answer	 the	 question:	 Is	 the	
impact	of	parental	repartnering	on	child	and	parent	wellbeing,	family	dynamics,	and	
parental	 involvement	 contingent	 on	 parental	 gender,	 and/or	 parenting	
arrangements?	(i.e.,	Research	Question	3).	
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6.  Research Design and 
Methodology  	
This	 present	 study	 of	 repartnering	 is	 based	 on	 secondary	 analysis	 of	 the	 Child	Support	 Reform	 Study	 (CSRS)	 data	 set.	 	 When	 weighted,	 the	 data	 are	representative	of	Australian	separated	 families	registered	with	the	Child	Support	Agency	(CSA)—the	vast	majority	of	separated	families	in	Australia4—	and	provide	a	 solid	 foundation	 for	 the	 study	 of	 repartnering	 given	 the	 detailed	 longitudinal	individual,	family	and	relational	information	collected.			
6.1	Study	Design	
The	Child	Support	Reform	Study	was	designed	to	evaluate	the	impacts	of	the	child	support	 changes	 of	 2006–08.	 	 Longitudinal	 and	 sequential	 national	 samples	 of	separated	 parents	 were	 drawn	 from	 the	 CSA	 administrative	 caseload,	 which	currently	represents	the	best	available	sampling	frame	of	separated	parents	with	dependent	children	in	Australia.		
Initially,	 a	 random	 sample	 of	 parents	 registered	 with	 the	 CSA	 before	 the	change	in	the	formula	for	estimating	child	support	came	into	effect	on	1	July	2008	was	 selected.	 	 This	 sample	was	 stratified	 by:	 (a)	 time	 since	 separation	 (existing	clients	 separated	prior	 to	1	 July	2006	vs.	 those	 recently	 separated	 in	 the	 second	half	 of	 20065),	 (b)	 level	 of	 care	 (75%	 sole	 care	 vs.	 25%	 shared-time6),	 and (c)	
																																																								4	It	is	estimated	that	a	small	but	sizeable	group	(somewhere	between	5%	and	20%)	of	all	separated	families	conduct	their	own	child	support	arrangements	outside	of	the	Scheme	(CSA,	2009).	5	To	match	the	supplementary	samples,	1,000	recently	separated	respondents	were	sampled	compared	with	4,000	existing	clients. 
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method	of	collection	(50%	CSA	Collect	vs.	50%	Private	Collect)	 (Smyth,	Rodgers,	Allen,	&	Son,	2012).		The	stratification	seeks	to	improve	the	representativeness	of	the	 shared-time	 and	 recently	 separated	 subsamples.	 	 This	 baseline	 (Time	 0)	sample	yielded	5,046	separated	parents	(2,809	mothers,	2237	fathers)	who	were	interviewed	 using	 computer-assisted	 telephone	 interviews	 (CATI)	 of	 about	 25	minutes	 duration.	 7 	The	 response	 rate	 was	 67%.	 One	 thousand	 and	 two	participants	 had	 separated	 in	 the	 second	 half	 of	 2006	 (447	males,	 555	 females)	and	 4,	 044	 clients	 had	 separated	 before	 June	 2006	 (1,790	 males,	 and	 2,254	females).			
In	2009–10,	approximately	20–24	months	 later,	3,956	of	 these	respondents	were	 contacted	 for	 a	 second	 interview	 (Time	 1).	 	 Of	 the	 3,956	 participants	contacted	for	a	second	interview,	372	parents	interviews	were	terminated	due	to	changing	circumstances	from	prior	survey,	such	as	the	focus	child	turning	18	years	old	 or	 parental	 reconciliation,	 yielding	 3,584	 respondents	 who	 participated	 the	second	survey.		
In	 2011,	 approximately	 three	 years	 following	 the	 initial	 baseline	 (Time	 0)	survey,	 2,927	 of	 these	 respondents	 were	 again	 contacted	 for	 a	 third	 and	 final	interview	(Time	2).		Of	these	participants,	421	parent	interviews	were	terminated	due	 to	 changing	 circumstances	 from	 prior	 survey,	 yielding	 2,506	 Time	 2	respondents.	A	summary	of	why	interviews	at	Time	1	and	Time	2	were	terminated	can	be	 found	 in	Appendix	Table	A6.1.	 	Overall,	 of	 the	original	 5,046	participants	interviewed	 in	 2008,	 2,506	 participants	 were	 surveyed	 three	 times,	 1,078	
																																																																																																																																																																		6	Shared	care	parenting	arrangements	refer	to	families	where	children	spend	at	least	30%	of	nights	in	the	care	of	each	parent	and	is	indicative	of	the	‘shared	care’	threshold	prior	to	1	July	2008.		For	sample	selection,	information	was	based	on	CSA	records	just	prior	to	the	start	of	the	fieldwork.					7	Respondents	without	a	sufficient	command	of	English	were	excluded.	Other	exclusions	included:	respondents	aged	under	18	years,	respondents	who	were	grandparent	carers	or	non-parental	guardians,	and	respondents	registered	on	the	Restricted	Access	to	Personal	Information	(RACS)	list	primarily	because	of	safety	concerns.		
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participants	 were	 surveyed	 twice,	 and	 1,462	 participants	 were	 surveyed	 at	baseline	(Time	0)	only.		The	survey	timeline	can	be	seen	in	Figure	6.1.			
The	 CATI	 interview	 schedule	 comprised	 eight	 key	 sections:	 (a)	 family	 type	and	 relationship	 history;	 (b)	 children’s	 living	 arrangements	 and	 parent–child	contact;	 (c)	 legal	 processes;	 (d)	 child	 support;	 (e)	 agreements,	 negotiations	 and	strategic	bargaining;	(f)	family	dynamics;	(g)	parenting	and	family	wellbeing;	and	(h)	 demographic	 information.	 	 (A	 confidential	 copy	 of	 the	 CATI	 questionnaire	 is	available	 from	 the	Chief	 Investigators	of	 the	 study.)	The	parenting	arrangements	were	 referenced	 to	 one	 of	 the	 participant’s	 dependent	 children.	 	 This	 child	was	randomly	 selected	 and	 is	 henceforth	 referred	 to	 as	 the	 ‘focus’	 child.	By	 contrast,	the	 child	 support	 questions	 were	 referenced	 to	 all	 children	 aged	 18	 years	 and	under	 in	 the	 target	 union	 eligible	 to	 receive	 child	 support.	 This	 is	 because	 child	support	is	typically	paid	as	a	combined	payment	for	all	eligible	children.	
6.2	Ethics	Approval	
Ethics	approval	for	me	to	use	the	CSRS	data	was	obtained	on	1st	June	2011	from		
	Figure	 6.1.	 Child	 Support	 Reform	 Study	 (CSRS)	 Design:	 sample	 size	 and	
timelines		
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ANU	Human	Research	Ethics	Committee.	The	research	team	gained	ethics	approval	for	the	study	prior	to	commencement	in	2008	(Protocol	number:	2007/2238).	
At	 each	 interview,	 participants	were	 informed	 verbally	 that	 they	were	 not	required	 to	 answer	 questions	 if	 they	 did	 not	want	 to	 and	 that	 at	 any	 point	 they	could	withdraw	from	the	study.		All	interviews	were	conducted	voluntarily	and	all	information	was	recorded	and	stored	confidentially.				
6.3	Analytic	Samples	
The	 present	 study	 uses	 two	 subsamples	 drawn	 from	 the	 CSRS	 population.	 	 A	subsample	 of	 the	 5,046	 baseline	 CSRS	 participants	 interviewed	 in	 2008	 is	employed	to	answer	the	first	research	question:	What	are	the	individual,	family	and	
household	characteristics	of	Australian	separated	parents	related	to	repartnering	six	
years	 post-separation?	 This	 subsample	 included	 only	 parents	 who	 had	 been	separated	 for	 two	 years	 or	 less	 because	 these	 participants	were	 able	 to	 provide	information	 about	 their	 relationship	 histories	 from	 approximately	 the	 time	 of	separation.		Data	from	this	subsample	form	the	basis	of	the	analysis	examining	the	individual,	family,	and	household	correlates	of	repartnering.		The	participants	and	analytic	design	 for	 the	 first	part	of	 the	data	analysis	and	results	are	described	 in	detail	in	Chapter	7.			
A	 separate	 subsample	 is	 required	 to	 address	 the	 second	 part	 of	 the	 data	analysis	 and	 results,	 which	 seeks	 to	 answer	 the	 research	 question:	 Is	 the	
repartnering	 transition	 associated	 with	 changes	 in	 family	 wellbeing	 in	 terms	 of	
economic	 resources,	 physical	 and	 emotional	 health,	 family	 dynamics,	 and	 parental	
involvement?	The	 subsample	 is	 restricted	 to	 participants	who	were	 single	 at	 the	baseline	 (Time	0)	 interview	but	who	may	or	may	not	have	 repartnered	over	 the	
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study	 period.	 By	 providing	 pre-repartnering	 baseline	 data	 the	 subsample	 allows	changes	 to	 family	 dynamics,	 parental	 involvement,	 or	wellbeing	 associated	with	repartnering	to	be	examined.	The	participants	and	analytic	design	for	the	second	part	of	the	data	analysis	and	results	are	described	in	detail	in	Chapter	8.			
6.4	Attrition		Initially,	 a	 Primary	 Approach	 Letter	was	mailed	 to	 16,654	 potential	 participants	from	an	original	extract	of	50,000	CSA	cases.		Around	2,000	letters	were	returned	(12%)	because	the	respondent	was	not	known	at	the	address	provided.		A	total	of	79,797	calls	were	placed	to	the	14,785	sample	records	to	which	calls	were	initiated	and	 in	 total	 5,046	 participants	 were	 interviewed	 at	 Time	 0	 (baseline)	 between	February	and	April	2008.	The	response	rate	was	67%.	
At	Time	0,	98%	(4,963)	of	the	5,046	respondents	agreed	to	be	recontacted	at	a	 later	 date	 for	 future	 research.	 	 On	 follow-up,	 a	 total	 of	 3,956	 CATI	 were	conducted	 between	 October	 2009	 and	 February	 2010	 representing	 80%	completion	 rate	 (20%	 attrition8).	 	 At	 Time	 1,	 97%	 of	 respondents	 agreed	 to	 be	contacted	at	a	later	date	for	future	research.			At	Time	2	follow-up,	2,927	computer-assisted	telephone	interviews	were	conducted	between	September	and	November	2011	 with	 participants	 who	 were	 interviewed	 in	 the	 prior	 survey	 waves.	 	 This	represents	a	completion	rate	of	76%	(24%	attrition)	of	the	sample	from	Time	1	to	Time	2.			
To	establish	whether	participants	who	did	not	participate	in	the	study	after	Time	0	or	Time	1	differed	 from	those	who	remained	at	Time	2,	particularly	with	regard	to	the	dependent	measures	used	in	the	present	study	(such	as	repartnering,	parental	 involvement,	 family	dynamics	and	 family	wellbeing),	 statistical	 analyses																																																									8	Many	children	were	aged	19	years	and	over	on	follow-up.	Their	parents	were	thus	not	interviewed	on	follow-up.	
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were	 conducted	 (mainly	 t-tests,	 chi-square	 and	 log	 linear	 analysis).	 	 The	descriptive	analyses	of	attrition	were	carried	out	in	two	stages	and	the	results	are	summarised	in	Appendix	Table	A6.2.		
To	 begin	 with,	 factors	 associated	 with	 discontinuing	 participation	 in	 the	study	after	 the	 first	 interviews	were	examined.	 	There	were	very	 few	differences	between	Time	0	only	participants	and	those	who	continued	to	participate	at	Time	1	but	did	not	complete	the	third	survey.	 	Those	who	participated	in	only	the	first	survey	were	less	likely	to	have	been	married	to	their	former	partner	and	had	lower	household	incomes.		
In	the	second	stage	of	the	descriptive	analyses,	Time	0	scores	for	participants	who	were	retained	at	Time	2	(N=2,927)	were	compared	with	the	remainder	of	the	original	Time	0	sample	(excluding	17	participants	who	did	not	answer	relationship	status	 items)	 (N=2,102).	 	 Participants	 who	 participated	 in	 each	 of	 the	 three	surveys	 were	more	 likely	 to	 be	 younger,	 have	 younger	 and	 fewer	 children,	 and	have	a	higher	socio-economic	status	(education,	employment,	annual	personal	and	household	income).		These	participants	were	also	more	likely	to	have	shared-time	parenting	arrangements,	 and	have	had	 former	 relationships	 that	were	shorter	 in	both	duration	 and	 separation.	 	With	 regard	 to	 the	dependent	 variables,	 parental	involvement,	family	dynamics	and	wellbeing,	participants	who	participated	in	the	three	 surveys	 were	 more	 likely	 to	 have	 regular	 contact	 with	 their	 child	 that	included	 overnight	 stays,	 feel	 close	 to	 their	 child,	 communicate	 on	 regular	 basis	with	their	former	partner,	and	have	a	higher	degree	of	inter-parental	conflict.	
The	above	pattern	of	results	suggests	that	participants	who	remained	in	the	study	 at	 Time	 2	 were	 likely	 to	 be	 younger,	 have	 a	 higher-level	 socio-economic	resources,	and	had	maintained	close	relationships	with	their	child	than	those	who	
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withdrew	 from	 the	 study	 earlier.	 	 As	 a	 number	 of	 significant	 differences	 were	found	 in	 the	descriptive	analyses	between	parents	who	participated	 in	 the	 three	interviews	and	those	who	dropped	out	of	the	sample	before	the	final	 interview,	I	performed	 further	 supplementary	analyses	 to	 check	 the	effect	of	 attrition.	 	Here,	logistic	regression	was	used	 to	compare	Time	0	variables	of	 the	 two	groups	(see	Appendix	Table	A6.3a).	 	 	 Several	 control	 variables	were	 significant	 predictors	 of	attrition	with	younger,	employed	participants	and	those	who	had	being	separated	for	 shorter	periods	of	 time	being	more	 likely	 to	 contribute	 to	each	 survey.	 	Only	two	 of	 the	 outcome	 variables	 were	 associated	 with	 attrition,	 with	 respondents	whose	 parenting	 arrangements	 included	 overnight	 residency	 or	 who	 reported	feeling	close	 to	 their	child	being	more	 likely	 to	be	retained	 throughout	 the	study	period.	These	results	provide	some	support	for	the	earlier	finding	that	participants	who	remained	in	the	study	at	Time	2	were	 likely	to	be	younger,	have	access	to	a	higher	 level	 of	 socio-economic	 resources,	 and	 to	 have	 maintained	 close	relationships	with	their	child.		It	is	likely	that	parents	with	diminished	involvement	with	their	children	following	separation	may	be	under-represented	in	this	sample.		Therefore,	 the	 variance	 in	 parental	 involvement	 and	 parent–child	 relationship	measures	 may	 be	 potentially	 lower	 than	 if	 all	 Time	 0	 participants	 had	 been	retained.	
While	 the	possible	 effects	 of	 attrition	will	 be	 considered	when	 interpreting	the	 results	 of	 this	 research,	 overall	 the	 logistic	 regression	 models	 successfully	predicted	less	than	20%	of	excluded	cases	(Appendix	Table	6.3b).	 	Therefore,	the	effect	 of	 attrition	 is	 expected	 to	 have	 relatively	 modest	 consequences	 for	 the	modelling	estimates	of	repartnering	(Falaris	&	Peters,	1998;	Fitzgerald,	Gottschalk,	&	Moffitt,	1998).	
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6.5	Missing	Data	Missing	data	was	observed	where	respondents	declined	to	provide	a	response	or	were	 unsure	 of	 the	 correct	 answer	 (i.e.,	 the	 questions	 were	 asked	 but	 not	answered).	 A	 summary	 of	missing	 data	 can	 be	 seen	 in	 Appendix	 Table	 A6.4.	 	 In	most	cases,	the	number	of	observations	with	missing	data	was	less	than	5%.		Three	variables	 have	 missing	 data	 greater	 than	 10%.	 These	 variables	 warrant	 brief	mention.		
Specifically,	 the	 former	 partner	 relationship	 status	 variable	 was	 missing	approximately	 16%	 of	 observations	 across	 the	 three	 survey	 periods.	 This	 was	mainly	due	to	some	participants	having	had	little	or	no	contact	with	their	former	partner;	they	were	thus	unaware	of	their	former	partner’s	relationship	status.	 	In	addition,	 both	 household	 and	 personal	 net	 income	 had	 missing	 observations	greater	 than	 10%.	 	 This	 is	 most	 likely	 due	 to	 a	 reluctance	 to	 provide	 personal	economic	 information	 given	 the	 survey	 was	 primarily	 concerned	 with,	 and	introduced	as,	examining	child	support.	(Some	respondents	might	have	genuinely	not	been	able	 to	report	 income	because	of	complex	 family	 trusts,	a	 line	of	credit,	and	other	complex	financial	arrangements.)	Finally,	approximately	10%	of	parents	did	not	answer	the	child	wellbeing	items	at	Time	0.		The	child	wellbeing	measures	had	missing	data	 for	 the	baseline	 survey	 (Time	0)	due	 to	 the	questionnaire	 skip	pattern	that	excluded	resident	parents	whose	former	partner	had	no	contact	with	their	child.		This	anomaly	was	corrected	for	subsequent	surveys	in	2010	and	2011.		The	 total	missing	 data	 for	 Time	 0	was	 157	 resident	 parents	 or	 6%	 of	 the	 CSRS	subsample.	 	Single	 imputation	was	 the	strategy	used	 to	assign	 the	mean	value	of	
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the	 residential	 parent	 category	 subgroup	 for	 the	 missing	 data	 in	 the	 child	wellbeing	variables.		This	was	achieved	using	the	STATA	impute	command.9	
As	 the	number	of	observations	with	missing	data	was	 less	 than	5%	 for	 the	majority	 of	 variables	 and	 examination	 of	 the	 missing	 data	 suggested	 that	 the	pattern	of	missing	values	was	random,	the	listwise	deletion	approach	was	used	to	control	 for	 incomplete	 data	 in	 the	 CSRS	 as	 this	 method	 was	 deemed	 less	problematic	than	imputation	given	the	large	sample	size	(Newman,	2003).		
6.6	Statistical	Weights	As	 the	CSRS	 oversampled	 shared-time	parenting	 and	 recently	 separated	 cases,	 a	set	 of	 design	 weights	 based	 on	 the	 CSA	 administrative	 caseload	 at	 the	 time	 of	sample	 extraction	 was	 developed,	 along	 with	 a	 set	 of	 survey	 response	 weights.	Both	 sets	 of	 weights	 were	 applied	 in	 this	 analysis.10		 Using	 the	 probabilities	 of	selection,	the	weights	were	developed	to	ensure	the	estimates	were	unbiased	and	nationally	 representative	of	 separated	parents	 registered	with	 the	Child	 Support	Agency.	
6.7	Measures	The	measures	and	scales	from	the	CSRS	data	utilised	in	this	thesis	can	be	broadly	categorised	 into	 four	 domains:	 	 (a)	 relationship	 status,	 (b)	 family	 structures,	 (c)	socio-economic	 factors,	 (d)	 parental	 involvement,	 family	 dynamic,	 and	 family	wellbeing	 outcomes.	 	 The	 following	 section	 outlines	 the	 details	 of	 each	measure	used	for	analyses.																																																									9	The	key	assumption	in	this	approach	is	that	the	‘missingness’	is	either	completely	at	random	or	can	be	predicted	from	observed	values	(missing	at	random;	MAR).	MAR	is	an	untestable	assumption,	however	it	is	a	reasonable	conclusion	in	this	study	because	whilst	the	probability	of	missing	data	on	the	child	wellbeing	and	parent	life	satisfaction	variables	depends	on	the	parenting	category	(resident	parent	whose	ex-partner	had	no	contact	with	the	child),	within	each	parenting	category	the	probability	of	missing	the	child	wellbeing	items	was	unrelated	to	the	child	wellbeing	measures (Allison,	2009).		Given	the	very	small	proportion	of	data	imputed,	the	effect	of	any	violation	of	the	MAR	assumption	would	be	expected	to	be	negligible.	10	These	weights	were	developed	by	Dr	Jeromey	Temple,	Professor	Bryan	Rodgers,	and	Dr	Vu	Son.	
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6.7.1.	Maternal	and	Paternal	Relationship	Status	
Participants	Relationship	Status	
The	 relationship	 status	 of	 the	 respondent	 was	 based	 on	 the	 question:	 ‘Are	 you	currently:	married,	not	married	but	living	with	a	partner,	separated	(including	trial	separation),	 divorced,	 widowed,	 or	 never	 been	 married?’	 	 Participants	 who	answered	separated,	divorced,	widowed	or	never	married	were	 then	asked:	 ‘Are	you	currently	 in	an	ongoing	relationship?’	 If	 they	answered	‘yes’	to	this	question,	they	 were	 then	 asked:	 ‘Do	 you	 live	 with	 them?’	 	 A	 parent	 was	 considered	‘repartnered’	 if	 they	were	either	 (a)	 remarried,	 (b)	not	married	but	 living	with	a	partner,	or	(c)	currently	in	an	ongoing	live-in	relationship.		A	parent	was	classified	as	currently	single	if	they	were	not	in	an	ongoing	live-in	relationship.	
Former	Partner	Relationship	Status	 	 	
The	relationship	status	of	each	participant’s	 former	partner	 (i.e.	 the	 focus	child’s	other	parent)	was	based	on	the	question:	‘Is	(target	partner)	currently	living	with	a	partner?		Former	partners	who	were	living	with	a	new	partner	were	classified	as	‘1’	=	former	partner	had	repartnered,	or	‘0’	=	former	partner	was	single.	In	 combination,	 the	 participant	 and	 former	 partner	 relationship	 status	variables	 are	 indicative	 of	 whether	maternal	 or	 paternal	 repartnering	 (or	 both)	had	occurred	during	the	course	of	the	study.				
6.7.2	Family	Structure	Three	measures	were	 derived	 to	 categorise	 family	 structure	 based	 on	 parenting	arrangements	and	the	amount	of	time	children	were	in	the	care	of	each	parent.		
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Parenting	Arrangements	of	Focus	Child	 	 	
Parenting	 arrangements	 have	 largely	 been	 categorised	 based	 on	 participants’	response	 to	 a	 single	 item	 asking	 them	 to	 stipulate	whether	 the	 focus	 child	 lives	with	them:	‘All	the	time’,	 ‘More	than	50%	of	the	time’,	 ‘Approximately	50%	of	the	time’,	 ‘Less	than	50%	of	the	time’,	or	‘None	of	the	time’.	 	For	simplicity,	parenting	arrangements	where	the	parent	indicated	the	child	spent	all	or	more	than	50%	of	their	time	with	their	mother	are	referred	to	as	‘residential	mother	care’;	where	the	focus	child	spends	all	or	most	of	their	time	with	their	father,	these	arrangements	are	 referred	 to	as	 ‘residential	 father	 care’,	 and	 ‘shared-time’	 arrangements	when	the	parent	indicated	the	child	spends	approximately	equal	time	with	each	parent.	
Parenting	Arrangements	by	Age	of	Focus	Child	 	 	
To	 broaden	 the	 scope	 of	 the	 study,	 an	 additional	 indicator	 was	 constructed	 to	identify	 the	 parenting	 arrangements	 of	 the	 focus	 child	 based	 on	 child	 age	categorisation.		This	is	a	categorical	measure	where	‘0’	indicates	the	child	does	not	live	with	the	participant	at	least	50%	of	the	time;	‘1’	indicates	that	the	child	is	aged	5	years	or	 less	and	 lives	with	 the	participant	more	 than	50%	of	 the	 time;	 ‘2’	 the	child	is	older	than	5	years	of	age	and	is	resident	of	the	participants	household	for	more	than	50%	of	the	time;	‘3’	indicates	that	child	is	aged	5	years	or	less	and	lives	approximately	 50%	of	 the	 time	with	 both	 parents	 in	 shared-time	 arrangements;	and	 ‘4’	 the	child	 is	older	 than	5	years	of	age	and	 lives	approximately	50%	of	 the	time	with	both	parents	in	shared-time	arrangements.	
Parenting	time	(Proportion	of	Care)		
To	 expand	 the	 precision	 of	 the	 parenting	 measure,	 a	 third	 indicator	 was	constructed	based	on	the	annual	number	of	nights	the	focus	child	resided	with	the	participant.		If	the	participant	had	indicated	previously	that	they	had	less	than	50%	
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care	of	the	focus	child,	they	were	subsequently	asked	to	indicate	how	many	nights	the	focus	child	spent	with	them.		Participants	who	had	indicated	that	they	had	care	of	their	child	for	at	 least	50%	of	the	time	were	asked	how	many	nights	the	focus	child	 stayed	with	 their	 other	 parent.	 	 Based	 on	 this	 response	 a	 ‘parenting	 time’	variable	was	derived	for	each	participant.11		
Parents	 who	 indicated the	 child	 resided	with	 them	more	 than	 65%	 of	 the	time	(238-365	nights	per	year)	were	classified	as	having	primary	care	or	sole	care	(coded	as	‘0’).	Parents	with	whom	the	child	resided	with	between	35%	to	65%	of	the	time	(128	to	237	nights	per	year)	were	classified	having	‘shared-time’	(coded	as	 ‘1’).	 Parents	 with	 whom	 the	 child	 resides	 less	 than	 35%	 of	 the	 time	 (0–127	nights	per	year)	are	classified	as	non-primary	care	(coded	as	‘2’).	12		
6.7.3	Socio-Economic	Factors	
Individual	Characteristics	
Parent	Age	 and	Gender:	 	The	 participant’s	 age	 was	 a	 continuous	 measure,	 while	their	 gender	 was	 categorical	 (male	 =	 ‘0’,	 female	 =	 ‘1’).	 This	 information	 was	collected	once	at	the	initial	interview.	
Education	level	/	Years	of	Education:	The	CSRS	survey	asked	about	the	highest	level	of	education	completed	by	respondents	and	was	recorded	using	ten	categories;	(a)		‘Year	 9	 or	 below’;	 (b)	 	 ‘Year	 10,	 form	 4,	 intermediate’;	 (c)	 	 ‘Year	 11,	 Form	 5,	Leaving’;	(d)		‘Year	12,	Form	6,	Matriculation,	HSC’;	(e)	‘Trade/Apprenticeship’;	(f)		‘Certificate	 (business	 college,	 TAFE);	 (g)	 	 ‘Diploma	 (business	 college,	 TAFE);	 (h)	“Degree	 (bachelor);	 (i)	 	 ‘Post-graduate	 (PhD,	 masters,	 post-grad	 dip.);	 and	 (j)	‘Other’.	 	 This	 information	 was	 used	 to	 construct	 two	 variables:	 (a)	 a	 single																																																									11	For	parents	with	at	least	50%	of	care,	overnight	care	was	calculated	by	subtracting	their	response	(i.e.	number	of	nights	focus	child	spends	with	their	other	parent)	from	365.	12	Proportion	of	overnight	care	classifications	are	based	on	Child	Support	Scheme	definitions	of	parenting	or	care	arrangements	(CSA,	2014).	
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continuous	 variable	 ‘total	 years	 of	 education	 completed’	 and	 (b)	 a	 categorical	variable	 in	which	 ‘0’	 indicates	 the	highest	 level	of	education	completed	was	year	10	or	below,	‘1’	Year	11	or	Year	12,	‘2’	Trade	/	Certificate	/	Diploma,	and	‘3’	Degree	or	Post	Graduate.	
Personal	Income	/	Main	Source	of	Income:	Information	about	the	personal	income	of	each	 respondent	was	 obtained	 using	 two	 items.	 	 The	 first	 asked	 participants	 to	indicate	their	total	personal	income	from	all	sources	(including	any	child	support	payments).	 	 Respondents	 could	 answer	 per	week,	 per	 fortnight,	 per	month,	 per	year.	 	From	this	 information	a	continuous	variable	 indicating	the	total	amount	of	personal	 income	 per	 annum	 was	 constructed.	 	 For	 those	 who	 answered	 ‘Don’t	know/Can’t	say’	to	this	question,	a	second	item	asked	respondents	to	indicate	their	total	personal	income	per	annum	in	incremental	ranges	of	$10,000,	up	to	$100,000	or	 more.	 	 For	 these	 responses	 an	 average	 annual	 income	 amount	 was	 derived.		Where	personal	income	was	recorded	as	a	gross	amount	this	was	later	converted	to	net	annual	 income	with	reference	to	relevant	taxation	formulas	and	estimated	government	allowances.	
Parents	 were	 also	 asked	 at	 each	 interview:	 ‘What	 is	 currently	 your	 MAIN	source	 of	 income?’	 Responses	 were	 categorised	 as:	 ‘0’	 wage	 or	 salary,	 ‘1’	 self	employed	earnings	or	proceeds	of	business,	or	 ‘2’	government	benefit/allowance	(including	parenting	payments).	
Employment:	 Parents	 were	 asked:	 ‘Do	 you	 currently	 work	 in	 a	 job,	 your	 own	business	 or	 on	 a	 farm?’	 From	 this	 question	 an	 employment	 variable	 was	constructed	 where	 ‘0’	 indicates	 the	 participant	 is	 not	 in	 paid	 work,	 and	 ‘1’	 the	participant	is	in	paid	work.		
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If	 respondents	 indicated	 that	 they	were	 currently	 in	 paid	work,	 they	were	then	asked:	‘In	total,	how	many	hours	do	you	usually	work	each	week?’		From	this	question	a	full	time	employment	variable	was	constructed	where	‘0’	indicates	the	participant	works	less	than	35	hours	per	week,	and	‘1’	the	participant	works	35	or	more	hours	per	week.			
Family	Characteristics	
Total	 Children	with	 Child’s	 Other	 Parent:	 	Participants	 were	 asked	 to	 indicate	 the	number	of	children	they	had	had	with	their	former	partner.			
Relationship	 Status	 on	 Separation:	 	 Information	 about	 the	 status	 of	 the	 parental	relationship	at	the	time	of	separation	was	obtained	using	a	single	question:	‘At	the	time	 you	 separated	 from	 (target	 partner)	 were	 you:	 married,	 not	 married	 but	living	together,	had	never	lived	together,	or	something	else’.		From	this	question	a	dummy	variable	was	constructed	where	 ‘0’	 is	not	married	(may	have	been	 living	together	or	not),	and	‘1’	married.	
Former	Relationship	Duration:	Respondents	who	indicated	they	had	previously	been	married	to,	or	lived	with,	their	child’s	other	parent	were	asked	how	long	they	had	lived	together	with	their	former	partner	and	this	item	(measured	in	years)	is	used	as	 an	 indicator	 of	 relationship	 duration.	 	 In	 previous	 research	 relationship	duration	has	been	used	as	an	indicator	of	individual	unobservable	traits	associated	with	 preferring	 relationships	 over	 being	 single,	 or	 expecting	 relatively	 large	personal	gains	from	repartnering	(Becker,	et	al.,	1977;	Chiswick	&	Lehrer,	1990).	
Duration	 of	 Separation:	 	 A	 variable	 was	 constructed	 indicating	 the	 duration	 of	separation,	and	was	derived	by	calculating	the	time	(years)	from	the	relationship	ending	and	the	year	of	interview.		The	point	at	which	couples	stop	living	together	is	 considered	 a	 reasonable	 proxy,	 and	 the	most	 appropriate	 measure,	 for	 when	
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married	 or	 de	 facto	 relationships	 end	 (Becker,	 et	 al.,	 1977;	 Chiswick	 &	 Lehrer,	1990),	whereas	 there	 is	 often	 substantial	 variation	 in	 the	 time	 and	 likelihood	 of	divorce	 after	 separation	 (Bumpass,	 et	 al.,	 1994;	 Wu	 &	 Balakrishnan,	 1994).	 In	Australia,	 there	 is	 also	 a	 minimum	 12	 month	 mandatory	 separation	 before	 an	application	for	divorce	can	be	filed.		
Years	Child	Lived	With	Both	Parents:		The	total	number	of	years	the	focus	child	lived	with	both	parents	prior	to	separation	was	calculated	using	information	from	two	items:	 the	child’s	age,	and	 the	year	of	parental	separation.	 	This	 information	was	then	 used	 to	 obtain	 the	 approximate	 number	 of	 years	 the	 child	 lived	with	 both	parents	prior	to	separation.	13	
Mediation	–	Dispute	Resolution	Counselling:		A	measure	was	 included	that	 indicates	whether	the	parents	had	attended	mediation	or	dispute	resolution	about	parenting	arrangements.	 	This	was	asked	at	 first	 interview	and	categorised	as	 ‘0’	=	 ‘did	not	attend	dispute	resolution	or	mediation’,	and	‘1’	=	did	attend	dispute	resolution	or	mediation’.	
Child	Age	and	Gender:	 	Child	 (focus)	 age	 was	 a	 continuous	 measure	 recorded	 in	years.		The	child’s	gender	was	coded		‘0’	=	male,	‘1’	=	female.		
Age	of	Youngest	Child:	The	age	of	the	youngest	child	(not	the	necessarily	the	focus	child)	of	the	target	union	was	a	continuous	measure	of	age	in	years.			
Household	Characteristics	
Household	 Income:	 Information	 about	 the	 household	 income	 of	 each	 respondent	was	obtained	using	two	similar	items.	The	first	item	asked	participants	to	indicate	
																																																								13	In	previous	studies	years	child	lived	with	both	parents	(index	of	intact	family)	and	duration	of	separation	(index	of	length	of	post-separation	parenting	arrangements)	were	found	to	be	highly	correlated	(Schwartz	&	Finley,	2006).		However,	they	are	considered	as	separated	variables	in	this	research	as	analysis	indicated	the	two	indices	were	not	correlated	(r=0.43)	and	were	likely	to	make	separate	contributions.		
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their	 total	 household	 income	 from	 all	 sources	 (including	 any	 child	 support	payments	for	all	children	in	the	household).	Respondents	could	answer	per	week,	per	fortnight,	per	month,	or	per	year.	From	this	information	a	continuous	variable	indicating	the	total	amount	of	household	income	per	annum	was	constructed.	For	those	who	 answered	 ‘Don’t	 know/Can’t	 say’	 to	 this	 first	 question,	 a	 second	 item	asked	 respondents	 to	 indicate	 their	 total	 household	 income	 per	 annum	 in	incremental	 ranges	 of	 $10,000,	 up	 to	 $100,000	 or	more.	 For	 these	 responses	 an	average	 annual	 income	 amount	was	derived.	Respondents’	 personal	 income	was	included	 as	 total	 household	 income	 if	 only	 one	 person	 was	 identified	 as	contributing	to	household	income.		
Gross	household	income	was	later	converted	to	net	annual	household	income	with	 reference	 to	 relevant	 taxation	 formulas	 and	 estimated	 government	allowances.	 	When	 the	 participant	 indicated	 that	 two	 people	 contributed	 to	 the	total	 gross	 household	 income,	 the	 net	 household	 income	was	 calculated	 by	 first	subtracting	the	participants	net	personal	income	from	total	household	income,	and	then	 the	 residual	 amount	 was	 converted	 to	 net	 annual	 household	 income	 with	reference	to	relevant	taxation	formulas	and	estimated	government	allowances.	
Housing	Tenure	and	Type:		Respondents	were	asked	about	their	living	arrangements	in	two	items.		The	first	item	asked:	‘Thinking	about	your	current	accommodation.	Are	 you	 buying,	 renting,	 or	 do	 you	 own	 it	 outright?	 The	 five	 possible	 response	options	 were:	 (a)	 ‘Purchasing’;	 (b)	 	 ‘Renting’;	 (c)	 	 ‘Own	 outright’;	 (d)	 ‘Public	housing’;	 and’	 (e)	Other	 (boarding,	 company	house	 etc.)’.	 	 The	 second	 item	used	five	 categories	 to	 indicate	 type	 of	 dwelling:	 (a)	 ‘Separate	 house’;	 (b)	‘Flat/unit/apartment’;	 (c)	 ‘Attached	 to	 house’;	 (d)	‘Caravan/tent/cabin/houseboat’;	 and	 (e)	 ‘House	 or	 flat	 attached	 to	 shop,	 office	
	120	
etc.’.		These	categories	were	collapsed	into	a	single	variable	where	‘1’	represented	purchasing,	or	owning	outright	a	house,	flat,	unit	or	apartment,	and	‘0’	represented	renting,	 or	 some	 other	 arrangement.	 	 This	 variable	 serves	 as	 an	 indicator	 of	housing	tenure.			
Other	 Adults	 in	 Household:	 	 Respondents	 were	 asked:	 ‘Do	 any	 other	 friends,	relatives,	or	boarders	also	live	in	the	household?’	They	were	then	asked:	‘And	how	are	they	related	to	you?’			
To	distinguish	between	adults	who	were	related	to	the	participant	and	those	who	 were	 not	 related	 and	 share	 accommodation	 in	 a	 possibly	 more	 formal	arrangement,	this	item	was	collapsed	into	two	variables.		The	first	was	an	indicator	of	other	family	members	in	household,	including,	aunts,	uncles,	siblings,	or	parents,	where	‘1’	represented	that	other	family	members	did	reside	in	household,	and	‘0’	that	 no	other	 family	members	 reside	 in	household.	 	 The	 second	variable	was	 an	indicator	 of	 other	 adults	who	 reside	 in	 the	 household	 such	 as	 a	 friend,	 flatmate,	boarder	or	nanny/babysitter,	where	‘0’	indicated	no	other	non-related	adults	live	in	household,	and	‘1’	indicated	that	other	non-related	adults	live	in	household.		
Distance	 between	 parental	 homes:	 	 Respondents	 were	 asked	 to	 estimate	 the	distance	 between	 their	 residences	 and	 their	 former	 partner’s	 home.	 	 They	were	asked	 to	 nominate	 an	 approximate	 distance	 estimated	 in	 kilometres	 between	residences.	 	 If	 they	 were	 unable	 to	 answer	 this	 question	 they	 were	 asked	 to	estimate	 the	 distance	 in	 travel	 time	 (minutes,	 hours,	 days)	 between	 parental	households.	 	 From	 these	 items	 a	 distant/time	 variable	 consisting	 of	 four	categories,‘0–30km	or	less	than	40	minute	commute’,	 	 ‘31–100km	or	less	than	90	minute	commute’,	 	 ‘101–300km	or	1	 to	3	hour	commute’,	 and	 	 ‘>	301	km	or	>	3	hour	 commute’	was	 constructed.	 These	 categories	were	 collapsed	 to	 construct	 a	
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dichotomous	variable	where	‘1’	indicates	the	distance	between	parental	homes	is	less	than	30km,	and	‘0’	the	distance	is	greater	than	30km.	
6.7.4	Outcome	Measures	
Parental	Involvement	
Parenting	Time	 	 	
Regular	 Overnight	 Stays:	 	At	 each	 interview,	 participants	 were	 asked	 a	 range	 of	questions	 in	 relation	 to	 the	 time	 they	and	 their	 former	partner	 spend	with	 their	child.	In	combination,	these	series	of	questions	provide	the	necessary	information	to	explore	the	patterns	and	frequency	of	various	parenting	time	arrangements,	and	the	context	in	which	these	parenting	arrangements	occur. ‘Resident’	parents	were	classified	 as	 parents	who	 indicated	 the	 focus	 child	 usually	 lives	with	 them	more	than	50%	of	 the	 time	 (including	children	who	 live	most	or	all	 the	 time	with	one	parent).	 ‘Non–resident’	 parents	 were	 classified	 as	 parents	 with	 whom	 the	 child	lives	with	 less	 than	50%	of	 the	time	(including	children	who	never	 live	with	one	parent).	 Parents	 with	 ‘shared	 care’	 arrangements	 indicated	 the	 child	 lives	 with	each	parent	approximately	50%	of	the	time.	 
Two	 items	were	 assessed	 to	 determine	 if	 parenting	 arrangements	 had	 the	potential	 to	 facilitate	 regular	 participation	 in	 everyday	 parenting	 routines	 and	activities.	 	The	first	asked	participants	to	indicate	how	often	the	focus	child	spent	time	 with	 non–resident	 or	 shared	 care	 parents.	 The	 item	 included	 eleven	categorical	responses,	‘Daily’,	‘Several	times	a	week’,	‘At	least	once	a	week’	‘At	least	once	 a	 fortnight’,	 ‘At	 least	 once	 a	month’,	 ‘At	 least	 once	 every	 three	months’,	 ‘At	least	once	every	six	months’,	‘At	least	once	a	year’,	‘Less	than	once	a	year’,	Never’,	and	 ‘Has	never	 seen	parent’.	 	 These	 responses	were	 collapsed	 into	 a	 single	 item	with	two	categories,	 ‘1’	parents	regularly	see	their	child	(at	 least	fortnightly)	and	
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includes	resident	parents,	and	‘0’	parents	do	not	see	their	child	regularly	(at	least	once	 a	 fortnight).	 	 To	 clarify	 if	 parenting	 time	 included	 overnight	 residency	 a	second	question	asked	parents	to	indicate,	‘1’	the	focus	child	stays	overnight	with	the	 parent	 (includes	 resident	 parents),	 or	 ‘0’	 parenting	 time	 does	 not	 include	overnight	residency. 	
In	combination,	the	information	provided	in	the	regular	care,	and	overnight	care	items	allowed	a	parenting	time	measure	to	be	derived	where	‘1’	indicated	that	parents	regularly	saw	their	child	at	 least	once	a	 fortnight,	and	this	 time	 included	overnight	care,	and	‘0’	indicated	parenting	time	did	not	include	at	least	fortnightly	care	arrangements,	overnight	care,	or	both.	Cronbach’s	α	for	the	two	items	is	 .51,	suggesting	 an	 acceptable	 level	 of	 internal	 consistency	 for	 a	 two	 item	 scale	(Appendix	 Table	 A.6.5).	 There	 was	 a	 moderate	 positive	 Pearson	 correlation	between	the	two	variables,	r=0.3407,	p=0.000,	with	overnight	care	explaining	12%	of	the	variation	in	regular	fortnightly	care	of	children. 
The	 rationale	 behind	 the	 construction	 of	 the	 parenting	 time	 variable	 as	 an	indicator	of	parental	involvement	is	supported	by	prior	research	and	discussed	in	the	 literature	 review	presented	 in	 Chapter	 3.	 Regular	 overnight	 care	 of	 children	following	 separation	 allows	 parents	 to	 fulfil	 a	 functional	 role	 in	 their	 children’s	lives	by	facilitating	participation	in	a	diverse	range	of	daily	routines	and	parenting	responsibilities	 (Aquilino,	2006;	Maccoby	&	Mnookin,	1992;	Smyth,	2005)	and	 is	associated	with	more	secure	and	consistent	parent–child	relationships	(Cashmore,	Parkinson,	 &	 Taylor,	 2008;	 Lamb	&	 Kelly,	 2009),	 improved	 parental	 satisfaction	(Lamb	&	Kelly,	2001;	Smyth,	2005),	and	positive	child	adjustment	(Lamb	&	Kelly,	2009).	 While	 family	 dynamics,	 in	 conjunction	 with	 several	 other	 demographic	factors,	 appear	 to	 influence	 the	 form	 that	 parent–child	 contact	 takes,	 the	 most	
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common	 pattern	 incorporates	 regular	 (weekly,	 fortnightly,	 monthly)	 overnight	care	of	 children	by	non–resident	parent	 (usually	 father)	 (Smyth,	2004;	Smyth	et.	al.,	2005).	 
Child	Support	
Child	support	outcomes	were	measured	using	two	dummy	variables.	 	The	first	 is	indicative	of	whether	formal	or	obligated	child	support	was	mostly	paid	in	full	and	on	 time.	 	 This	 variable	 is	 referred	 to	 as	 child	 support	 compliance.	 	 The	 second	measure	examines	whether	 in-kind	or	 informal	 child	 support	 is	provided	 for	 the	child.	
Child	 Support	 Compliance:	 Three	 items	 were	 assessed	 to	 determine	 if	 the	participant	 was	 required	 to	 either	 pay	 child	 support,	 receive	 child	 support,	 or	neither	pay	nor	 receive	child	 support	 for	eligible	 children	 from	 the	 target	union.		The	 first	 item	 asked	 parents	 to	 indicate	 if	 they	 currently	 paid	 or	 received	 child	support	for	the	eligible	child.		The	second	asked	those	parents	who	indicated	they	both	pay	and	receive	child	support	on	balance	who	pays	more,	and	the	third	item	asks	parents	who	 indicated	no	child	support	was	paid	or	 received	whether	child	support	was	meant	to	be	paid	or	received.		These	responses	were	collapsed	into	a	single	 item	with	 three	 categories,	 ‘1’	 =	 parent	 should	 pay	 support,	 	 ‘2’	 =	 parent	should	receive	child	support,	and	‘3’	=	parent	should	neither	receive	nor	pay	child	support	(i.e.,	nil	liability).	
Following	 Smyth	 et	 al.	 (2014),	 child	 support	 ‘compliance’	 was	 defined	 as	child	support	paid	 ‘in	 full	and	on	time’.	 	To	ascertain	 if	child	support	was	paid	 in	full,	two	items	from	the	CSRS	were	used.	 	The	first	asked	parents	to	indicate	(per	annum)	how	much	child	support	they	should	have	paid/received;	the	second	item	asked	parents	how	much	child	support	was	actually	provided	for	the	child.		From	
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these	 two	 items	 a	 child	 support	 paid-in-full	 item	 was	 constructed	 where	 ‘1’	indicated	 that	 child	 support	 was	 provided	 in	 full	 ($0	 difference	 between	 what	should	 have	 been	 paid,	 and	what	was	 actually	 paid),	 and	 ‘0’	 indicated	 that	 child	support	was	not	provided	in	full	(>$0	difference).	 	To	establish	if	these	payments	were	 provided	 on	 time,	 or	 when	 due,	 a	 third	 question	 asked	 participants	 to	indicate	 if	child	support	was	paid	when	due.	 	From	this	question	a	 ‘child	support	paid	when	due’	item	(i.e.,	timeliness)	was	constructed	where	‘1’	indicated	that	the	child	 support	 payments	were	 paid	 ‘always’	 or	 ‘mostly’	 when	 due,	 and	 ‘0’	where	child	support	was	not	paid	when	due.		In	combination,	the	information	provided	in	the	child	support	paid	in	full,	and	child	support	paid	on	time	items	allowed	a	child	support	compliance	measure	to	be	derived	where	 ‘1’	 indicated	that	child	support	was	paid	 in	 full,	 and	 always	 (or	mostly)	 on	 time,	 and	 ‘0’	 indicated	 child	 support	was	not	paid	in	full,	not	on	time,	or	both.			
Informal	Child	Support:	The	second	child	support	measure,	the	provision	of	informal	child	 support,	 was	 assessed	 using	 one	 item	 where	 participants	 were	 asked	 to	indicate	if	the	parent	who	was	liable	to	pay	child	support	(i.e.,	the	payer)	provided	any	additional	educational,	clothing,	medical,	housing,	vehicle	or	IT	resources	that	did	 not	 affect	 child	 support	 payments.	 	 These	 responses	 were	 collapsed	 into	 a	categorical	 response	 where	 ‘1’	 indicates	 additional	 economic	 support	 was	provided	by	the	payer,	‘0’	indicates	no	additional	resources	were	provided.	
Family	Dynamics	
Parent–Child	Relationship	
For	 the	 present	 investigation,	 the	 parent–child	 relationship	 was	 categorised	 as	being	‘close’	or	‘not	close’.		In	the	CSRS,	the	parent–child	relationship	was	assessed	using	 one	 item	 asking	 parents	 who	 had	 contact	 with	 their	 children,	 	 ‘How	
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emotionally	close	are	you	to	(focus	child)	now?’		The	five	possible	responses	were:	‘Very	 close’,	 ‘Quite	 close’,	 ‘Close’,	 ‘Not	 very	 close’,	 ‘Not	 at	 all	 close’.	 	 Parents	who	indicated	 that	 they	 had	 no	 contact	with	 the	 focus	 child	were	 included	 in	 a	 sixth	response	labelled	‘No	relationship’.		
The	 parent–child	 relationship	 variable	 was	 constructed	 by	 collapsing	 the	initial	six	categories	into	a	single	item	with	two	classifications.	The	distribution	of	responses	 to	 the	 parent–child	 relationship	 variable	was	 positively	 skewed.	Most	parents	reported	the	relationship	with	their	child	to	be	‘quite	close’	or	‘very	close’.	The	 dichotomous	 classifications	 were	 designed	 to	 detect	 positive	 or	 negative	change	within	the	parent–child	relationship.		If	participants	indicated	that	they	felt	emotionally	 ‘very	 close’	 or	 ‘quite	 close’	 to	 the	 focus	 child	 they	were	 classified	 as	having	a	close	relationship	with	their	child	(coded	 ‘1’).	 	 If	parents	 indicated	their	relationship	was	 ‘close’,	 ‘not	 very	 close’,	 ‘not	 close	 at	 all’	 or	 ‘no	 relationship	was	evident’,	 they	were	 classified	 as	 ‘0’	 to	 indicate	 not	 having	 a	 ‘quite	 or	 very	 close	relationship’	with	the	focus	child.		Single	item	evaluations	by	parents	that	focus	on	subjective	 feelings	 of	 closeness	 are	 a	 commonly	 used	 (Berg,	 2004;	 Falci,	 2006;	King,	2006),	consistent,	and	salient	predictor	of	child	wellbeing	(Pryor,	2008).		
Co-parental	Relationship	 	 	
In	 the	 present	 investigation,	 the	 co-parental	 relationship	 was	 examined	 using	three	measures.		The	first	was	a	global	measure	of	the	perceived	positive	nature	of	the	 co-parental	 relationship,	 the	 second	 examined	 the	 degree	 of	 co-parental	conflict,	and	the	third	measured	the	frequency	of	communication	between	parents.	
Positive	Co-parental	Relationship:		The	first	co-parent	relationship	measure	is	based	on	 the	 participant’s	 response	 to	 one	 item	 asking	 parents	 to	 describe	 the	relationship	with	their	child’s	other	parent	over	the	past	12	months.		The	possible	
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responses	 were	 ‘friendly’,	 ‘co-operative’,	 ‘distant’,	 ‘lots	 of	 conflict’,	 ‘fearful’,	 ‘no	contact	 in	past	12	months’,	 ‘no	 contact	 ever’.14	This	 item	was	used	 to	derive	one	measure	 with	 two	 categories	 where	 ‘1’	 is	 indicative	 of	 a	 positive	 (friendly/co-operative)	co-parental	relationship	and	‘0’	indicates	the	co-parental	relationship	is	not	positive	(distant/conflict/fearful)	or	non-existent	(no	contact).			
Co-Parental	Conflict:		The	second	measure	of	the	co-parental	relationship	construct	was	designed	to	assess	the	level	of	conflict	between	parents	and	was	based	on	one	item	 asking	 parents	 how	much	 conflict	 there	 has	 been	 between	 them	 and	 their	former	partner	over	the	past	12	months.	 	Possible	responses	were	 ‘A	great	deal’,		‘Some’,	 ‘Varies’,	 	 ‘Very	 little’,	and	 ‘None’.	 	 If	parents	had	previously	 indicated	that	they	did	not	have	any	contact	with	their	former	partner	at	all	they	were	classified	as	 ‘None’.	 	 This	 measure	 was	 collapsed	 into	 one	 item	 with	 two	 categories,	 ‘1’	moderate	to	high	level	of	conflict	between	parents	(indicated	by	the	responses	‘A	great	 deal’	 or	 “Some’),	 and	 ‘0’	 =	 little	 conflict,	 various	 degrees	 of,	 or	 no	 conflict	between	parents.		
Co-parental	 Communication:	 	 The	 third	 measure	 of	 the	 co-parental	 relationship	construct	 was	 indicative	 of	 how	 often	 parents	 communicated	 with	 each	 other	about	their	child.	Possible	responses	were	‘Daily’,	 ‘Several	times	a	week’,	 ‘At	least	once	a	week’,	‘At	least	once	a	fortnight’,	‘At	least	once	a	month’,	‘At	least	once	every	three	months’,	‘At	least	once	every	six	months’,	‘At	least	once	a	year’	and	‘Never’.		If	parents	 had	 previously	 indicated	 that	 they	 did	 not	 have	 any	 contact	 with	 their	former	 partner	 at	 all	 they	 were	 classified	 as	 	 ‘Never’.	 	 These	 responses	 were	
																																																								14		Multiple	answers	were	permitted	at	Time	1	and	Time	2	of	the	CSRS.	About	12%	of	participants	provided	two	answers	to	this	question.	Approximately	2%	of	participants	provided	contradictory	answers	(i.e.	friendly/conflict;	friendly/fearful;	co-operative/conflict;	co-operative/fearful).	This	data	was	excluded	from	the	analysis.	Where	responses	included	friendly/co-operative;	friendly/distant;	or	co-operative/distant,	this	data	was	coded	as	‘1’	indicating	a	positive	co-parental	relationship.		Where	responses	included	conflict/fearful;	conflict/distant;	or	fearful/distant,	this	data	was	coded	as	‘0’	indicating	the	co-parental	relationship	was	not	overall	positive.			
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collapsed	into	one	item,	‘Do	you	communicate	with	your	child’s	other	parent	about	your	child	on	a	frequent	basis?”	with	two	categories,	‘1’	respondent	communicates	with	 former	 partner	 about	 child	 at	 least	 once	 a	 fortnight,	 and	 ‘0’	 respondent	communicates	with	former	partner	about	child	less	than	once	a	fortnight.	
Child	and	Parent	Wellbeing	
Child	Wellbeing	 	 	
Child	 wellbeing	 was	 measured	 using	 three	 CSRS	 items.	 Responses	 to	 each	 item	were	recorded	on	a	scale	from	0	to	10,	where	‘0’	denoted	the	parent	was	‘Totally	Dissatisfied’	and	‘10’	denoted	‘Totally	Satisfied’.		The	first	item	asked	parents	how	satisfied	or	dissatisfied	they	currently	were	about	how	the	child	was	‘getting	along	with	 others	 their	 own	 age’.	 	 The	 second	 item	 asked	 parents	 how	 satisfied	 or	dissatisfied	 they	 currently	 were	 about	 ‘how	 the	 child	 was	 doing	 at	 school	 or	childcare’.	 	 The	 third	 item	 asked	 parents	 how	 satisfied	 or	 dissatisfied	 they	currently	felt	about	‘how	the	child	was	doing	in	most	areas	of	their	life’.			
From	 these	 three	 child	wellbeing	 items,	 a	 total	 scale	 score	was	 derived	 by	obtaining	 the	 sum	 of	 the	 three	 items,	 where	 a	 higher	 score	 indicated	 greater	satisfaction	 of	 the	 parent	 with	 regard	 to	 overall	 child	 wellbeing.	 This	 scale	 was	found	 to	 demonstrate	 adequate	 internal	 consistency	 (α	 =	 0.84)	 (see	 Appendix	Table	A6.6).	From	this	scale	a	child	wellbeing	measure	was	constructed	that	takes	into	consideration	the	skewed	positive	distribution	of	responses	for	parent	reports	of	child	wellbeing.	Most	parents	reported	being	satisfied	with	the	overall	wellbeing	of	 their	 child	 (M=24;	 SD=5).	 The	 dichotomous	 classifications	 were	 designed	 to	detect	 potential	 positive	 or	 negative	 change	 in	 parent’s	 perception	 of	 child	wellbeing	by	using	the	mean	value	to	dichotomise	the	variable.	If	participants’	total	score	on	the	child	wellbeing	scale	was	greater	or	equal	to	24	they	were	classified	
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as	 ‘1’	 feeling	 satisfied	with	 their	 child’s	 general	wellbeing.	 	 If	 their	 score	 for	 the	combined	child	wellbeing	item	was	lower	than	24	they	were	classified	as	‘0’	being	less	satisfied	with	their	child’s	overall	wellbeing.			
Parent	Wellbeing	 	 	
Three	parent	wellbeing	measures	are	included	in	the	analyses.		
Life	 Satisfaction:	 	 Respondents	 were	 asked	 how	 satisfied	 or	 dissatisfied	 they	currently	were	about	their	life	as	a	whole.		The	responses	were	recorded	on	a	scale	from	 0	 to	 10	 where	 ‘0’	 denoted	 the	 parent	 was	 ‘Totally	 Dissatisfied’	 and	 ‘10’	denoted	 ‘Totally	 Satisfied’.	 	 Inspection	 of	 the	 life	 satisfaction	 variable	 responses	indicated	a	skewed	positive	distribution	(M=7;	SD=2),	scores	of	6	or	higher	likely	indicated	parents	were	highly	 satisfied	with	 their	 lives.	 This	 scale	was	 collapsed	into	one	item	where	‘1’	indicated	the	participant	rated	his	or	her	life	satisfaction	as	‘6’	 or	 higher	 and	 is	 satisfied	 with	 their	 life	 as	 a	 whole	 and	 ‘0’	 indicates	 the	participant	 is	 less	 satisfied	with	 their	 life	 as	 a	whole	 and	 rated	 their	 satisfaction	with	life	as	less	than	‘6’.	
Emotional	and	Physical	Health:		The	second	parent	wellbeing	outcome	variable	was	derived	by	obtaining	 the	sum	of	 four	questions	asking	parents	 the	questions:	 	 In	the	 past	 four	 weeks,	 how	 often	 they	 had	 (a)	 ‘felt	 calm	 and	 peaceful’	 (reverse	coded),	 (b)	 ‘a	 lot	 of	 energy’	 (reverse	 coded),	 and	 (c)	 ‘felt	 down’.	 	 The	 possible	responses	were:	‘All	of	the	time’,	 ‘	Most	of	the	time’,	 ‘Some	of	the	time’,	 ‘A	little	of	the	 time’,	 and	 ‘None	 of	 the	 time’.	 	 The	 fourth	 item	 measured	 each	 parent’s	perceived	 physical	 health	 by	 asking	 in	 general,	 would	 the	 participant	 say	 their	health	 is:	 ‘Excellent,	 ‘Very	Good’,	 ‘Good’,	 ‘Fair’,	or	 ‘Poor’.	The	physical	health	 item	and	two	of	the	emotional	health	items	(indicated	above)	were	reverse	coded,	and	a	total	emotional-physical	health	score	was	derived	by	obtaining	the	sum	of	the	four	
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items.	 	 This	 total	 scale	 score	 could	 range	 from	 1	 to	 20,	 where	 a	 higher	 score	indicated	greater	overall	perceived	parent	emotional	and	physical	wellbeing.		The	Cronbach	Alpha	 for	 the	parental	 emotional	and	physical	wellbeing	 scale	was	α	=	0.77	(Appendix	Table	A6.7),	indicating	an	acceptable	level	of	internal	consistency.	The	 responses	 to	 the	 emotional	 and	 physical	 health	 variable	 were	 positively	skewed	 (M=14;	 SD=3),	 a	 score	 greater	 than	 16	 was	 indicative	 of	 better	 overall	health.	 To	 allow	 changes	 in	 participants’	 perception	 of	 their	 emotional	 and	physical	 health	 to	 be	 examined	 this	 scale	was	 collapsed	 into	 one	 item	where	 ‘1’	indicated	the	participant	considered	themselves	to	be	in	good	overall	health	(score	greater	 than	 or	 equal	 to	 16)	 and	 ‘0’	 indicates	 the	 participant	 did	 not	 perceive	themselves	to	be	in	good	overall	health	(score	less	than	16).	
Self-Reported	 Financial	 Prosperity:	 	 A	 third	 measure	 of	 parent	 wellbeing	 assessed	how	 parents	 felt	 about	 their	 current	 financial	 circumstances.	 	 This	 measure	 is	based	 on	 one	 question	 that	 asked	 parents	 to	 describe	 how	 they	 felt	 they	 were	getting	 on	 financially	 given	 their	 current	 needs	 and	 financial	 responsibilities.	Response	 options	 were:	 ‘Prosperous’,	 ‘Very	 comfortable’,	 ‘Reasonably	comfortable’,	‘Just	getting	along’,	‘Poor’,	and		‘Very	poor’.		From	this	item	a	dummy	variable	was	 constructed	where	 ‘1’	 indicated	 the	parent	 felt	 they	were	 currently	financially	 comfortable	 /	 prosperous,	 and	 ‘0’	 indicated	 the	 parent	 felt	 they	were	currently	financially	just	getting	by,	poor,	or	very	poor.		Table	6.1	summarises	key	variables	used	in	the	analyses	that	follow.	
6.8	Organisation	of	Results	and	Discussion	Chapters	As	 outlined	 previously,	 the	 results	 and	 discussion	 chapters	 are	 organised	 as	follows.	 	Chapter	7	presents	 the	 first	 stage	of	analysis.	These	 results	address	 the	first	 research	 question:	 ‘What	 are	 the	 individual,	 family	 and	 household	
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characteristics	of	Australian	parents	who	are	more	 likely	 to	 repartner	within	 six	years	of	 separation?’	Chapters	8	 through	10,	 the	 second	stage	of	 results,	present	the	findings	examining	the	association	between	repartnering	and	family	wellbeing,	including	measures	of	parental	involvement	(Chapter	8),	family	dynamics	(Chapter	9),	 and	 child	 and	 parent	 wellbeing	 (Chapter	 10).	 	 These	 three	 sets	 of	 analyses	address	 the	 research	 questions:	 	 ‘Is	 the	 repartnering	 transition	 associated	 with	changes	 in	 family	 wellbeing?’	 (Research	 Question	 2);	 and	 ‘Is	 the	 effect	 of	 the	parental	 repartnering	 transition	 on	 family	 wellbeing	 contingent	 on	 parental	gender,	or	parenting	arrangements?’	(Research	Question	3).		In	the	final	chapter	(Chapter	11)	the	findings	from	the	four	results	chapters	are	integrated,	and	some	tentative	conclusions	on	the	basis	of	these	new	data	are	offered.	 	 The	 strengths	 and	 limitations	 of	 the	 study,	 and	 directions	 for	 future	research,	are	also	examined.		
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Table	6.1.	Summary	of	Child	Support	Reform	Study	Variables	
Variable	Name	 Description	 Reference	 Typea	
Relationship	Status	 	 	 	Relationship	status	 Participant	has	repartnered	 Single	 V	Former	partner	relationship	status	 Participants	former	partner	has	repartnered	 Single	 V	
Family	Structure	 	 	 	Family	structure	by	focus	child’s	living	arrangements	 i)	>50%	of	time	with	(resident)	father,	ii)	Shared-time	(approx.	50/50)	 >50%	of	time	with	(resident)	mother		 V	Family	structure	by	youngest	child’s	age	 i)	<5yrs	old	&	>50%	of	care;	ii)	>	5yrs,	>50%	care;	iii)	<	5yrs,	shared-time;	iv)	>	5yrs,	shared-time	 <	50%	of	time	with	participant	(non-resident	parent)	 V	Family	structure	by	parenting	time	(proportion	of	care	nights	-focus	child)	 i)	Shared-time	(35-65%	nights);	ii)	Non-primary	care	(<35%	nights)	 Sole	–	primary	care	(>65%	nights)	 V	
Socio-economic	Factors	 	 	 	
Individual	Characteristics	 	 	 	Gender	of	parent	 Parent	is	female	 Male	 IV	Age	of	parent		 Years	 Continuous	 IV	Parent	education		 Number	of	years	of	education	 Continuous	 IV	Level	of	education	 i)	Year	11	or	year	12;	i)	Trade/certificate/diploma;	iii)	Degree	or	postgraduate	 Year	10	or	below	 IV	Personal	income	of	parent	($)	 Annual	net	personal	income	($)	 Continuous	 V	Employed		 Employed	in	paid	workforce	 Not	in	paid	work	 V	Employed	full	time	 Employed	=>	35hours	per	week	 <	35	hr/wk	 V	Main	source	of	income	 i)	Self	employed;	ii)	Government	benefits	 Wage	or	Salary	 V	
Family	Characteristics	 	 	 	Age	of	youngest	child	 Years	 Continuous	 IV	Age	of	focus	child	 Years	 Continuous	 IV	Duration	of	separation	 Years	 Continuous	 IV	Gender	of	focus	child	 Focus	child	is	female	 Male	 IV	Number	of	children	with	former	partner	 	 Continuous	 IV	Duration	focus	child	lived	with	both	parents		 Number	of	Years	 Continuous	 IV	Duration	of	parental	relationship	(yrs)	 Number	of	Years	 Continuous	 IV	Attended	mediation	or	dispute	resolution	 Respondent	attended	mediation	or	dispute	resolution	 Did	not	attend	mediation	 IV	
Household	Characteristics	 	 	 	Distance	between	parental	residences	 Distance	between	parental	households	<	30km	 >	30km	 V	Current	housing	status	 Own	or	purchasing	home	 Renting	or	other	 V	Other	family	reside	in	household	 Other	family	(e.g.	parents,	aunts/uncles)	in	HH	 No	family	in	household	 V	Other	adults	reside	in	household	 Other	adults	(flatmate,	boarder)	in	HH	 No	other	adults	in	household	 V	Household	income	($)	 Annual	net	household	income	($)	 Continuous	 V	
Outcome	Measures	 	 	 	
Parental	Involvement	 	 	 	Regular,	overnight	residency	 Parent	spends	time	with	child	at	least	once	per	fortnight	and	this	time	includes	overnight	residency	 Parenting	time	does	not	include	regular,	overnight	residency	 V	Child	support	compliance	 Child	support	is	mostly	paid	in	full	and	on	time	 Child	support	is	not	paid	in	full	and/or	on	time	 V	
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Variable	Name	 Description	 Reference	 Typea	Informal	child	support	 Economic	(informal	or	in-kind)	resources	were	provided	by	parent	obligated	to	provide	(formal)	child	support	
No	additional	economic	(informal	or	in-kind)	resources	were	provided	by	parent	obligated	to	provide	(formal)	child	support	
V	
Family	Dynamics	 	 	 	Parent-child	relationship	 Parent	has	close	relationship	with	child	 Parent	does	not	have	a	close	relationship	with	child	 V	Co-parental	relationship	 Co-parental	relationship	is	described	as	positive	 Co-parental	relationships	is	not	described	as	positive	 V	Co-parental	conflict	 Co-parental	relationship	involves	a	moderate	to	high	level	of	conflict	 Co-parental	relationship	does	not	involve	moderate	to	high	level	of	conflict	 V	Co-parental	communication	 Parents	communicate	at	least	once	per	fortnight	about	their	child	 Parents	do	not	communicate	at	least	once	per	fortnight	about	their	child	
V	
Child	and	Parent	Wellbeing	 	 	 	Child	wellbeing	 Parent	is	satisfied	with	child’s	wellbeing	 Parent	is	less	satisfied	with	child’s	wellbeing	 V	Parent	life	satisfaction	 Parent	is	satisfied	with	life	as	a	whole	 Parent	is	less	satisfied	with	life	overall	 V	Parent	physical	and	emotional	health	 Parent	considers	their	physical	and	emotional	health	to	be	good/positive	 Parent	less	likely	to	consider	their	physical	and	emotional	health	to	be	good/positive	
V	
Parent	Financial	Prosperity	 Parent	feels	financially	comfortable	/	prosperous	 Parent	does	not	feel	financially	comfortable	/	prosperous	 V	
a	variable	is:	‘IV’	Time	Invariant:	does	not	vary	over	the	period	of	study	/	increases	incrementally	over	time;	or	‘V’	Time	Variant:	vary	or	change	between	observations.	
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7. Results – Part I: Prevalence 
and Correlates of Repartnering  	
This	 chapter	 examines	 the	 prevalence	 and	 correlates	 of	 repartnering	 in	 the	Australian	 context.	 It	 seeks	 to	 answer	 the	 first	 research	 question:	What	 are	 the	individual,	 family	 and	 household	 characteristics	 of	 Australian	 separated	 parents	related	to	repartnering	six	years	post-separation?	
7.1	Analytic	Sample		Analyses	 in	 this	 chapter	 are	 based	 on	 a	 subsample	 of	 the	 5,046	 baseline	 CSRS	participants	 interviewed	 in	 2008.	 Recently	 separated	 respondents	were	 selected	because	 these	 parents	 provided	 information	 about	 their	 relationship	 histories	from	approximately	 the	 time	of	separation.	 	Participants	were	excluded	 from	the	subsample	if	they	had	been	separated	from	their	former	partner	for	more	than	two	years	(n=3,720	participants)	or	did	not	answer	the	relationship	status	question	at	each	interview	(n=17;	12	females;	5	males).	
The	 recently	 separated	 subsample	 of	 participants	 was	 interviewed	 at	approximately:		(a)	2	years	(Time	1),	(b)	3–4	years	(Time	2),	and	(c)	5	years	(Time	3)	from	separation.15		Baseline	(Time	0)	data	were	computed	retrospectively	using	the	‘year	of	separation’	as	the	first	observed	spell	of	becoming	single.		It	is	assumed	that	respondents	 transition	 into	being	single	at	 time	of	separation,	and	therefore	become	‘at	risk’	of	repartnering.	It	is	acknowledged	that	there	is	potential	for	new	relationships	 to	 form	 prior	 to	 separation.	 	 Studies	 have	 found	 that	 infidelity	 is	
																																																								15	Interviews	were	unable	to	be	conducted	with	parents	who	had	been	separated	from	their	former	partner	for	less	than	two	years	for	ethical	reasons.	
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perceived	as	one	of	the	main	reasons	for	divorce	by	20%	of	both	men	and	women	in	Australia	(Wolcott	&	Hughes,	1999).		Recent	research	also	suggests	that	having	an	affair	 is	positively	associated	with	the	decision	to	divorce,	potentially	 in	order	to	 live	 with	 the	 new	 partner	 (England,	 Allison,	 &	 Sayer,	 2014).	 	 Given	 that	repartnering	 is	defined	 in	 this	 study	 as	 relationships	 in	which	new	partners	 live	together,	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 participants	 who	 form	 new	 relationships	 just	 prior	 to	separation	 that	 develop	 into	 cohabiting	 relationships	 would	 be	 captured	 by	 the	data.		The	inclusion	of	the	‘year	of	separation’	as	baseline	allowed	participants	who	had	 repartnered	 within	 two	 years	 of	 separation	 to	 be	 included	 in	 the	 sample	(thereby	increasing	statistical	power).		In	summary,	this	first	stage	of	the	analysis	used	 3,976	 participant-period	 observations	 of	 1,309	 parents	 (727	 females,	 582	males),	with	an	average	of	3.0	period	observations	per	person.16		It	employs	both	retrospective	and	prospective	data	using	discrete-time	event	history	analysis	of	an	unbalanced	panel.		
7.2	Characteristics	of	Recently	Separated	Parents		A	 variety	 of	 relationship	 history	 patterns	 are	 evident	 in	 the	 first	 six	 years	 of	separation,	 as	 shown	 in	 Table	 7.1.	 	 The	 majority	 (approximately	 71%)	 of	respondents	 did	 not	 change	 their	 relationship	 status	 and	 remained	 single	throughout	the	study,	though	not	all	respondents	participated	in	every	interview.		Just	under	one	 third	 (29%)	of	parents	experienced	a	 repartnering	 transition.	 	Of	those	 who	 repartnered,	 a	 small	 group	 of	 parents	 experienced	 subsequent	relationship	transitions,	with	approximately	2%	of	new	unions	ending	during	the	study	 (see	Table	7.1	overleaf).	 	 Two	 fathers	 indicated	 they	had	 formed	a	 second	live-in	new	union	within	six	years	of	separation.																																																									16	Discrete-time	event	analysis	examines	exit	from	single	parenthood	to	repartnering.		Individual’s	data	is	recorded	for	each	time	period	until	they	experience	the	event,	‘repartnering’,	or	are	censored,	study	ends	and	event	has	not	occurred	(Singer	&	Willett,	2003).	
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Table	 7.1.	 Relationship	 history	 pattern	 since	 separation	 by	 gender,	 2008–
2011	
Relationship	Status	 	 	 	 	
Duration	of	Separation	(approx.	yrs)	 	 	 	 	
0	 2	 4	 6	 Mothers	 Fathers	 Total	 %	
Relationship	Status	Did	Not	Change	Single	 Single	 Single	 Single	 266	 177	 443	 34	Single	 Single	 Single	 .a	 110	 86	 196	 15	Single	 Single	 .	 .	 167	 118	 285	 22	
Subtotal	 	 	 	 303	 381	 924	 71	
Repartnered	During	Study	Single	 Single	 Single	 Repartner	 34	 33	 67	 5	Single	 Single	 Repartner	 .	 12	 18	 30	 2	Single	 Single	 Repartner	 Repartner	 47	 52	 99	 8	Single	 Repartner	 Repartner	 Repartner	 39	 30	 69	 5	Single	 Repartner	 Repartner	 .	 17	 17	 34	 3	Single	 Repartner	 .	 .	 19	 32	 51	 4	
Subtotal	 	 	 	 168	 182	 350	 27	
Repartnered	then	Separated	During	Study	Single	 Single	 Repartner	 Single	 4	 9	 13	 1	Single	 Repartner	 Single	 Single	 5	 5	 10	 <1	Single	 Repartner	 Single	 .	 4	 1	 5	 <1	Single	 Repartner	 Repartner	 Single	 3	 2	 5	 <1	
Subtotal	 	 	 	 16	 17	 33	 2	
Repartnered	Twice	During	Study	Single	 Repartner	 Single	 Repartner	 0	 2	 2	 <1	
Subtotal	 	 	 	 0	 2	 2	 0	
TOTAL	 	 	 582	 1309	 100	Notes:a	participant	did	not	participate	in	this	wave	of	the	study.	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study.		 The	 main	 individual,	 family,	 and	 household	 characteristics	 of	 the	respondents	at	 the	 time	of	 first	 interview	are	presented	 in	Appendix	Table	A7.1.		The	 relationship	 between	 gender	 and	 repartnering,	 based	 on	 Chi-square	 and	 t-tests,	are	also	examined.	
On	 average,	 male	 participants	 were	 older	 than	 female	 participants	 (M=39	years,	 SD=8.25	 vs.	 M=36	 years;	 SD=8.62,	 p<0.000).	 	 Gender	 differences	 were	evident	for	several	economic	variables.	Specifically,	mothers	were	almost	twice	as	
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likely	as	fathers	to	rely	on	government	allowances	as	their	main	source	of	income	(38%	vs.	20%,	p<0.001),	and	far	less	likely	to	be	employed	full-time	(26%	vs.	72%,	
p<0.001).		
Mothers	 and	 fathers	 were	 similar	 in	 relation	 to	 family	 characteristics.		Overall,	 on	 average	 participants	 had	 two	 children	 with	 their	 former	 partner	(mothers:	SD=	1.21;	fathers:	SD=	1.07),	with	the	mean	age	of	the	youngest	child	at	the	time	of	first	interview	being	approximately	7	years	(mothers:	SD=5.34;	fathers:	
SD=4.50).	 	About	75%	of	mothers	and	77%	of	 fathers	had	been	married	 to	 their	former	partner,	 and	parental	 relationships	had	 lasted	 for	an	average	of	12	years	(mothers:	 SD=8.4;	 fathers:	 SD=6.9).	 	 The	 majority	 (approximately	 72%)	 of	separated	parents	maintained	residences	that	were	within	30	kilometres	of	 their	former	 partner,	 and	 20%	had	 participated	 in	 dispute	 resolution	mediation	 post-separation.	
The	 living	 arrangements	 of	 children	 differed	 significantly	 between	 fathers	and	mothers.	 	Mothers	were	more	 likely	to	have	sole	or	primary	care	of	children	than	fathers	(83%	vs.	7%,	p<0.001).	
Several	 differences	 between	 maternal	 and	 paternal	 households	 were	observed	 at	 the	 time	 of	 first	 interview.	 	 Recently	 separated	mothers	were	more	likely	than	fathers	to	be	living	in	a	home	they	owned	or	were	purchasing,	(35%	vs.	25%,	p<0.05).		Overall,	fathers	were	almost	twice	as	likely	as	mothers	to	be	living	in	a	residence	with	other	family	members	(18%	vs.	10%,	p<0.05).		
7.3	Measures	The	dependent	variable	 in	this	study	is	the	relationship	status	of	respondents.	 	A	participant	is	defined	as	repartnered	if	he	or	she	is	living	with,	or	married	to,	a	new	partner.		The	CSRS	allows	the	timing	of	repartnering	to	be	ascertained	on	a	12–18	
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month	basis	for	the	first	six	years	of	separation.		The	dataset	includes	measures	of	individual,	family,	and	household	characteristics.	(A	summary	of	measures	can	be	found	in	Table	7.2.		The	measures	are	described	in	detail	in	Chapter	6.)		
7.4	Analytic	Approach	The	analysis	proceeded	 in	 two	phases.	 	 In	 the	 first	phase,	 a	 series	of	descriptive	statistics	 was	 produced	 examining	 the	 variability	 in	 individual,	 family,	 and	household	 socio-economic	 characteristics	 prior	 to	 repartnering	 for	 parents	 who	had	repartnered	during	the	CSR	study	and	those	who	remained	single.		
In	the	second	phase	of	analysis,	descriptive	statistics	of	the	median	duration	(or	 hazard)	 to	 repartnering	were	 produced	 using	 a	 life	 table	 approach.	 	 Plots	 of	sample	hazard	 functions	and	 survivor	 functions	were	 constructed	and	 life	 tables	on	which	these	graphs	are	based	compiled.		The	life	tables	estimate	the	probability	of	 repartnering	 at	 each	 interval	 (year)	 of	 exposure,	 and	provide	 a	description	of	these	probabilities	in	terms	of	cumulative	experience	of	repartnering	in	successive	intervals.	 	 The	probability	 of	 repartnering	was	analysed	 for	 the	 first	 six	 years	of	separation.	As	 the	dependent	variable,	 repartnering,	 is	a	 time	dependent	event	a	discrete-time	 event-history	 approach	 was	 used	 to	 examine	 the	 important	 or	significant	characteristics	that	predict	whether	a	separated	parent	is	likely	to	form	a	 new	 union.	 Unlike	 other	 linear	 forms	 of	 measurement,	 discrete-time	 event-history	 analysis	 does	 not	 assume	 that	 the	 timing	 of	 the	 event	 is	 linearly	distributed;	time-varying	covariates	can	be	included;	and	it	can	account	for	issues	associated	with	censoring	(i.e.	those	who	are	not	observed	to	repartner	during	the	observation	 or	 study	 period)	 by	 calculating	 and	 applying	 probabilities	 that	 the	event	(repartnering)	will	occur	within	certain	time	periods	(Allison,	1994).	In	this	study,	parents	who	did	not	repartner	during	the	first	six	years	of	separation	were	
	138	
	
Table	 7.2.	 Summary	 of	 independent	 variables	 used	 to	 explore	 the	
relationship	between	the	prevalence	of	repartnering	and	individual,	 family,	
and	household	characteristics	
Variable	 Unit/Reference	Duration	of	Separation	 Years	
Individual	Characteristics	 	Parent	age	 Years	Parent	education	 Years	Main	source	of	income	 Wage/Salary	
Self	employed	 	
Government	allowances	 	Annual	net	personal	income	 log	$	In	paid	work	 Not	in	paid	work	Employed	full-time	 Not	employed	F/T	
Family	Characteristics	 	Gender	of	focus	child	 Male	Family	Structure		 Non-resident	child	
Resident	child	under	5yrs	 	
Resident	child	over	5yrs	 	
Shared-care	child	under	5yrs	 	
Shared-care	child	over	5yrs	 	Number	of	children	with	former	partner	 Continuous	Focus	child	age	at	separation	 Years	Married	at	separation	 De	facto	or	other	Duration	of	parental	(former)	relationship	 Years	Attended	mediation	or	dispute	resolution	after	separation	 Did	not	attend	mediation	Former	partner	repartnered	 Former	partner	had	not	repartnered	
Household	 	Distance	between	parents’	homes	less	than	30km	 Distance	between	parental	household’s	is	>30km	Own	or	purchasing	home	 Do	not	own	home	Other	family	members	reside	in	HH	 No	other	family	in	household	Other	adults	(flatmates,	boarders)	in	HH		 No	other	adults	in	household	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study		
censored.	 With	 discrete-time	 event-history	 analysis	 it	 is	 assumed	 that	 the	mechanisms	producing	the	censoring	are	independent	of	the	observed	entry	times	and	durations,	and	consequently	the	censored	history	is	assumed	to	be	missing	at	random	(Allison,	1994).			
Exploratory	 univariate	 analysis	 was	 performed	 first	 to	 examine	 the	estimated	hazard	and	survival	functions	by	level	for	each	predictor.		This	analysis	
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helped	to	clarify	 the	shape	of	 the	survival	 function	 for	each	variable	and	provide	insight	 into	whether	 the	 groups	were	 proportional.	 	 Tests	 of	 equality	were	 also	considered.	 	 For	 categorical	 variables	 the	 log-rank	 test	 of	 equality	 across	 strata	was	used.	 	The	predictor	was	included	in	the	discrete-time	event-history	analysis	models	if	the	tests	of	equality	had	a	p-value	of	0.2–0.25	or	less.		If	the	predictor	has	a	p-value	greater	than	0.25	in	a	univariate	analysis	it	is	highly	unlikely	that	it	will	contribute	 anything	 to	 a	 model	 which	 includes	 other	 predictors	 (UCLA,	 2012).	However,	 where	 variables	 have	 been	 found	 to	 be	 theoretically	 important	 these	variables	 were	 also	 included	 in	 the	 analyses	 even	 if	 the	 tests	 of	 equality	 were	found	to	be	non-significant.		
Next,	 a	 series	 of	 discrete-time	 event-history	 models	 using	 the	 Stata	 logit	command	 with	 time-duration	 independent	 variables	 was	 used	 to	 estimate	 the	effects	of	the	explanatory	variables	on	subsequent	union	formation.		Discrete-time	event-history	 analysis	 helps	 answer	 the	 question	 why	 repartnering	 occurs	 at	different	times	for	different	participants	by	fitting	statistical	models	of	hazard	to	a	range	 of	 variables	 representative	 of	 individual,	 family	 and	 household	characteristics	(Singer	&	Willet,	2003).			
The	probability	of	an	event	occurring	at	ti	is		! ! = Pr(! =  !!)  	where	 T	 denotes	 a	 discrete	 random	 variable	 indicating	 the	 time	 of	 an	 event	occurrence	and	events	are	observable	at	specific	points	 in	 time,	ti	 .	 	The	survivor	function	for	the	discrete	random	variable	T	is:	
! ! = Pr ! ≥ ! =  !( (!!)!!!  )		
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where	 j	denotes	a	 failure	 time.	 	The	hazard	 function	 for	 the	discrete-time	case	 is	given	by:	
ℎ ! =  !(!)!(!)	with	 the	 risk	of	 an	event	occurrence	equivalent	 to	 the	 ratio	of	 the	probability	of	failure	to	the	probability	of	survival.		The	hazard	rate,	h(t),	of	a	random	variable	is	the	ratio	of	unconditional	failure	to	the	survival	function	at	value	(t).		
Given	relationship	formation	following	separation	is	likely	to	be	experienced	differently	 for	mothers	and	 fathers	 life	 tables	and	models	are	derived	separately	for	mothers	and	fathers.	
7.5	Descriptive	Analysis	of	Recently	Separated	Parents	In	the	CSRS,	separated	parents	were	asked	about	their	current	relationship	status	at	approximately	2,	4,	and	6	years	post-separation.	 	The	focus	of	 this	 thesis	 is	on	the	extent	to	which	separated	parents	repartner	after	separation,	 independent	of	the	 status	 of	 new	 union.	 	 As	 indicated	 in	 Table	 7.3,	 approximately	 29%	 of	 the	sample	 repartnered	 during	 the	 study	 period.	 	 Drawing	 on	 the	 data	 in	 Table	 7.3,	approximately	 80%	of	 new	unions	were	 cohabiting	 relationships	 and	20%	were	remarriages.17		
Tables	7.4	to	7.6	show	the	cross-sectional	descriptive	statistics	of	individual,	family	and	household	characteristics	at	the	time	of	first	interview	for	parents	who	had	 repartnered	 within	 six	 years	 of	 separation	 compared	 with	 those	 who	remained	single.		Overall,	there	were	few	significant	cross-sectional	differences	in	individual,	 family	 and	 household	 characteristics	 between	 single	 and	 repartnered	mothers.		This	contrasts	with	the	results	for	fathers	where	substantially	more		
																																																								17		The	proportion	of	remarriages	or	cohabiting	relationships	was	calculated	from	the	total	number	of	repartnered	participants	(n=385).			
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Table	7.3.	The	relationship	status	of	new	unions,	2008–2011	
Relationship	Status	 Mothers	 Fathers	 Total		 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	De	Facto	/	Cohabiting	 140	 19	 168	 29	 308	 23	Married	 44	 6	 33	 6	 77	 6	Single	 543	 75	 381	 65	 924	 71	
Total	 727	 100	 582	 100	 1309	 100	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study.	differences	 in	 terms	 of	 key	 characteristics	 were	 found	 between	 single	 and	repartnered	fathers.	
Table	7.4	shows	that	mothers	who	repartnered	within	six	years	of	separation	were	 on	 average	 younger	 (M=35	 years,	 SD=7.69)	 than	 mothers	 who	 had	 not	repartnered	 (M=37	 years,	 SD=8.32,	 p<0.05).	 	 They	 were	 also	 more	 likely	 to	 be	employed	 fulltime	 than	 single	 mothers	 (39%	 vs.	 22%,	 p<0.01)	 –	 though,	 unlike	fathers,	this	is	not	reflected	in	higher	levels	of	personal	income.			
Repartnered	 fathers	were	on	average	younger	at	 the	 time	of	 first	 interview	(M=36	 years,	 SD=7.47)	 than	 single	 fathers	 (M=40	 years,	 SD=8.09,	 p<0.001).		Repartnered	 fathers	 also	 had	 higher	 personal	 annual	 incomes	 (M=$45640,	
SD=$21075)	 than	 fathers	who	 remained	 single	 (M=$37173,	SD=$27370,	p<0.01).		This	 disparity	 appears	 related	 to	 the	 employment	 status	 of	 repartnered	 fathers	who	were	more	likely	to	work	full-time	(87%	vs.	65%,	p<0.01),	more	likely	to	be	employed	 (95%	 vs.	 72%,	 p<0.001),	 and	 less	 likely	 to	 be	 reliant	 on	 government	benefits	as	their	main	source	of	income	(4%	vs.	27%,	p<0.01).		
No	 significant	 differences	 in	 family	 characteristics	 were	 found	 between	repartnered	 and	 single	 mothers.	 In	 contrast,	 several	 differences	 were	 found	between	 repartnered	 and	 single	 fathers	 with	 regard	 to	 family	 characteristics	(Table	 7.5).	 	 On	 average,	 compared	 to	 single	 fathers,	 repartnered	 fathers	 had	younger	children	(M=6	years,	SD=4.19	vs.	M=8	years,	SD=4.42,	p<0.001)	and	fewer		
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Table	7.4.	Individual	characteristics	at	time	of	first	interview	of	participants	
who	ever	repartnered	during	the	study	and	those	who	remained	single,	2008	
	 Mothers	(N=727)	 Fathers	(N=582)	
	 Single	
(n=543)	
Repartnered	
(n=	184)	
Single	
(n=381)	
Repartnered	
(n=201)	
	 n	
%	or	
Mean	(SD)	 n	
%	or	
Mean	(SD)	 n	
%	or	
Mean	(SD)	 n	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
Parent	
Characteristics	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Parent	age	(y )		 542	 37	(8.32)	 183	 35*	(7.69)	 381	 40		(8.09)	 200	 36***	(7.47)	Net	personal	annual	income	($)		 492	 37068	(20788)	 162	 38703	(19435)	 318	 37173	(27370)	 173	 45640**	(21075)	Education	level		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Year	10	or	below	 97	 22	 24	 22	 74	 27	 30	 22	
Year	11/12	 129	 25	 47	 22	 85	 19	 48	 24	
Trade		/	certificate	
/	diploma	
201	 35	 65	 31	 150	 41	 80	 43	
Degree	/	
postgraduate	
114	 18	 47	 25	 70	 13	 40	 12	
Main	source	of	income		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Wage	or	salary	 310	 56	 119	 70	 265	 58	 158	 80**	
Self-employed	 23	 3	 12	 3	 58	 14	 29	 16	
Government	
allowance	
201	 41	 45	 27	 44	 27	 10	 4	Parent	is	in	paid	employment	(yes)	 383	 68	 144	 77	 331	 72	 188	 95***	Parent	is	employed	fulltime	(yes)	 135	 22	 56	 39**	 287	 65	 168	 87**	
	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Notes:	*	p<0.05;	**	p<0.01;		***	p<0.001.	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.		children	with	their	former	partner	(M=1.97,	SD=0.88	vs.	M=2.27,	SD=1.11,	p<0.05).		Children	had	lived	with	repartnered	fathers	for	a	shorter	period	of	time	than	single	fathers	 (M=5.21	 years,	 SD=4.78	 vs.	M=7.11	 years,	 SD=4.8,	 p<0.05).	 Repartnered	fathers	 also	 had	 a	 shorter	 relationship	 with	 their	 former	 partners	 than	 single	fathers	 (M=10.75	 years,	 SD=7.13	 vs.	 M=12.66	 years,	 SD=6.62,	 p<0.05).		Repartnered	fathers	were	more	likely	to	have	participated	in	mediation	or	dispute	resolution	upon	separation	than	single	fathers	(30%	vs.	16%,	p<0.01).		
In	 terms	 of	 household	 characteristics,	 Table	 7.6	 shows	 that	 repartnered	mothers	 were	 more	 likely	 to	 have	 boarders	 or	 housemates	 living	 in	 their	households	at	the	time	of	first	interview	than	single	mothers	(12%	vs.	1%,	p<0.05).		Repartnered	mothers	were	 also	 less	 likely	 to	 live	within	 30kms	 of	 their	 former	partner	than	mothers	who	remained	single	(57%	vs.	78%,	p<0.01).		No	significant		
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Table	7.5.	Family	characteristics	at	time	of	first	interview	of	participants	who	
ever	repartnered	during	the	study	and	those	who	remained	single,	2008	
	 Mothers	(N=727)	 Fathers	(N=582)	
	 Single	
(n=543)	
Repartnered	
(n=	184)	
Single	
(n=381)	
Repartnered	
(n=201)	
Family	Characteristics	 n	 %	or	Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	Mean	
(SD)		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Age	of	focus	child	(years)	a	 543	 6	(5.83)	 184	 7	(4.94)	 381	 9	(4.93)	 201	 7*	(4.84)	Age	of	youngest	child	(years)	 543	 7		(5.52)	 184	 6		(4.53)	 381	 8	(4.42)	 201	 6***	(4.19)	Total	number	of	children	with	former	partner	 543	 2.18	(1.23)	 184	 2.02	(1.06)	 381	 2.27	(1.11)	 200	 1.97	*	(.88)	Child	Age	at	Separation	(years)	 532	 6.41	(5.67)	 184	 5.16	(4.90)	 377	 7.11	(4.8)	 201	 5.21*	(4.78)	Duration	of	parental	(former)	relationship	(years)	 536	 11.60	(8.45)	 182	 11.67	(7.83)	 377	 12.66	(6.62)	 199	 10.75*	(7.13)	Gender	of	focus	child	is	female	 279	 61	 91	 57	 190	 59	 92	 45	Family	Structure	a	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Non-resident	 14	 2	 9	 8	 225	 80	 125	 69	
Resident,	child	<	5	yrs	 191	 36	 62	 36	 5	 1	 4	 5	
Resident,	child	>	5	yrs	 256	 52	 59	 39	 35	 6	 10	 5	
Shared-time,	child	<	5	yrs	 21	 2	 19	 5	 33	 5	 24	 6	
Shared-time,	child	>	5	yrs	 61	 8	 35	 12	 83	 8	 38	 15	Status	of	former	relationship	at	separation	(married)	 407	 74	 147	 82	 309	 81	 161	 70	Attended	mediation	or	dispute	resolution	upon	separation		 154	 19	 71	 23	 109	 16	 77	 30**	Former	partner	repartnered		 122	 27	 53	 38	 86	 29	 59	 45		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Notes:	*	p<0.05;	**	p<0.01;		***	p<0.001	a	In	the	Child	Support	Reform	Study	survey,	most	questions	focussed	on	one	of	the	participant’s	children.	This	child	was	chosen	randomly	and	is	referred	to	as	the	‘focus’	child.	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Table	7.6.	Household	characteristics	at	time	of	first	interview	of	participants	
who	ever	repartnered	during	the	study	and	those	who	remained	single,	2008	
	 Mothers	(N=727)	 Fathers	(N=582)	
	 Single	(n=543)	
Repartnered	
(n=	184)	
Single	
(n=381)	
Repartnered	
(n=201)	
	 n	 %		 n	 %		 n	 %		 n	 %		
Current	Household	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Own	or	purchasing	home	 213	 37	 74	 30	 146	 23	 74	 32	Distance	between	parental	residences	<	30km		 421	 78	 137	 57**	 315	 73	 141	 68	Family	members	reside	in	household		 62	 11	 10	 7	 51	 20	 21	 12	Boarders	reside	in	household		 11	 1	 6	 12*	 16	 6	 11	 9		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Notes:	*	p<0.05;	**	p<0.01;		***	p<0.001	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.
	144	
differences	in	household	composition	were	observed	between	repartnered	fathers	and	fathers	who	remained	single.	
7.6	Rate	of	Repartnering		
7.6.1	Life	Tables	
The	cumulative	proportion	of	parents	who	repartnered	at	selected	time	intervals	from	the	year	of	separation	are	shown	 in	Table	7.7,	and	 illustrated	 in	Figure	7.1.		Within	 six	 years	 of	 becoming	 single,	 approximately	 27%	 of	 the	 sample	 had	repartnered.	 	 The	 overall	 repartnering	 rate	 of	 mothers	 is	 lower	 than	 the	repartnering	rate	of	fathers.	The	life	table	shows	that,	within	the	first	four	years	of	previous	union	disruption,	approximately	13%	of	mothers	and	20%	of	fathers	had	repartnered.		Within	six	years	of	separation,	the	percentage	of	repartnered	parents	had	increased	to	33%	for	fathers,	and	23%	for	mothers.			
7.7	Discrete-Time	Event-History	Analysis		Discrete-time	 event-history	 analysis	 was	 used	 to	 examine	 the	 determinants	 of	repartnering	 separately	 for	 fathers	 and	 mothers.	 	 The	 dependent	 variable	 is	whether	 respondents	 repartnered	 in	 a	 given	 year,	 conditional	 on	 whether	 they	were	 single	 in	 the	 prior	 year.	 	 Exposure	 time	 to	 the	 risk	 of	 subsequent	 union	formation	was	measured	 from	 the	 year	 of	 separation	 to	 the	 year	 of	 subsequent	union	formation	or,	if	no	new	union	occurred,	the	year	of	the	interview.			
7.7.1	Mothers	
The	odds	of	repartnering	are	derived	from	discrete-time	event-history	analysis	presented	in	Table	7.8.	Model	1	indicates	that	the	risk	of	repartnering	for	mothers	peaked	within	the	first	four	years	of	separation	then	significantly	decreased.	Two	years	following	separation	11%	of	mothers	are	likely	to	have	repartnered,	within	
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Table	 7.7.	 Life	 table	 estimates	 of	 cumulative	 proportion	 of	 repartnering	
within	6	years	of	separation,	2008-2011	
	 Number	who:	 	 	 	
Years	since	
separation	
were	‘at	risk’	of	
repartnering	
repartnered	
during	the	year	
(s)	
were	
censored	at	
the	end	of	
the	year	
Survival	
probability	
(95%	CI)	
Cumulative	
Hazard	
probability	
(95%	CI)	
All	participants	 	 	 	 	 	0	 1309	 	 	 1.0000	 0.0000	0	-	2	 1309	 176	 285	 0.9340	 0.0660	2	-	4	 848	 142	 196	 0.8363	 0.1637	4	-	6	 510	 67	 443	 0.7265	 0.2735		 	 	 	 	 	
Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	0	 727	 0	 0	 1.0000	 0.0000	0	-	2	 727	 87	 167	 0.9420	 0.0580	2	-	4	 473	 63	 110	 0.8652	 0.1348	4	-	6	 300	 34	 266	 0.7672	 0.2328		 	 	 	 	 	
Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	0	 582	 	 	 1.0000	 0.0000	0	-	2	 582	 89	 118	 0.9237	 0.0763	2	-	4	 375	 79	 86	 0.7990	 0.2010	4	-	6	 210	 33	 177	 0.6734	 0.3266	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study		
 
 
	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study.	
Figure	 7.1.	 Estimated	 survival	 time	 for	 repartnering	 within	 6	 years	 of	
separation,	2008–2011. 
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four	years	the	odds	of	repartnering	have	increased	to	20%,	however	between	four	to	 six	 years	post-separation	maternal	 repartnering	declined	 to	7%.Model	 2	 adds	the	 individual	predictors.	 	Mothers’	age	 is	an	 important	correlate	of	repartnering	with	the	likelihood	of	repartnering	decreasing	as	mothers	become	older.	 	Receipt	of	government	benefits	as	the	main	source	of	income	also	decreased	the	likelihood	of	 repartnering	 for	 mothers.	 	 Age	 and	 source	 of	 income	 remain	 significant	predictors	 of	 repartnering	when	 additional	 family	 and	 household	 characteristics	are	included	in	subsequent	models.		
A	 range	 of	 family	 characteristics	 was	 included	 in	 Model	 3	 and	 several	significant	predictors	of	repartnering	were	found.		First,	mothers	whose	child	was	resident	in	the	household	for	most	or	all	of	the	time	had	significantly	reduced	odds	of	 repartnering	 irrespective	 of	 the	 child’s	 age.	 	 However,	 where	 the	 child	 spent	approximately	 the	 same	 amount	 of	 time	 living	 with	 each	 parent	 in	 shared-care	arrangements,	the	likelihood	of	repartnering	was	only	reduced	for	those	mothers	whose	child	was	aged	 less	 than	 five	years.	 	The	odds	of	 repartnering	 for	shared-care	mothers	whose	 child	 is	more	 than	 five	 years	of	 age	was	 similar	 to	mothers	with	a	non-resident	child.		Second,	mothers	with	younger	children	were	less	likely	to	repartner.		Third,	mothers	whose	former	partner	had	repartnered	were	twice	as	likely	to	repartner	themselves	compared	with	mothers	whose	former	partner	was	single.		
The	final	model	included	a	range	of	household	characteristics.		The	estimated	results	 show	 that	 mothers	 who	 lived	 within	 30	 kilometres	 or	 less	 from	 their	former	partner	were	 less	 likely	 to	 repartner	 than	 those	 living	 further	away.	 	 (Or	put	 another	 way,	 repartnered	 mothers	 were	 more	 likely	 to	 live	 more	 than	 30	kilometres	 from	 their	 children’s	 other	 parent	 than	 mothers	 who	 had	 not	
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repartnered).	In	addition,	having	other	family	members	living	in	their	households	significantly	reduced	the	likelihood	of	entering	a	new	union	for	mothers.		With	the	addition	 of	 household	 variables	 into	 the	model,	 personal	 income	 also	 became	 a	significant	determinant.	 	Mothers	with	higher	income	were	more	likely	to	enter	a	new	union	within	six	years	of	separation.	
With	 the	 inclusion	 of	 individual,	 family,	 and	 household	 variables,	 Model	 4	demonstrated	the	robustness	of	determinants	found	to	be	significant	predictors	of	repartnering	 for	 mothers	 in	 earlier	 models.	 	 Firstly,	 the	 influence	 of	 economic	resources	on	repartnering	for	mothers	appears	to	be	related	to	the	availability	and	source	 of	 income	 as	 opposed	 to	 labour	 force	 participation.	 	 Higher	 incomes	improve	 the	odds	of	 repartnering	whereas	being	 reliant	 on	 government	benefits	limits	 repartnering	 potential.	 	 Secondly,	 parenting	 responsibilities	 have	 a	particularly	salient	 impact	on	repartnering	potentials	 for	mothers.	 	Mothers	with	primary	 or	 sole	 care	 of	 children	 and	 mothers	 with	 younger	 children	 are	significantly	less	likely	to	form	new	unions	within	six	years	of	separation.		Thirdly,	mothers	 appear	 sensitive	 to	 the	 affective	 influence	 of	 extended	 family	relationships.	 	 Living	 close	 to	 former	 partners	 and	 with	 other	 family	 members	reduces	the	likelihood	of	repartnering	for	mothers.		
7.7.2	Fathers	
The	odds	of	repartnering	for	fathers	are	presented	in	Table	7.9.		Model	1	shows	the	likelihood	 of	 repartnering	 steadily	 increased	 with	 time	 since	 separation	 for	recently	separated	 fathers.	 	Two	years	 following	separation	16%	of	 fathers	were	likely	 to	 have	 repartnered,	 within	 four	 years	 the	 odds	 of	 repartnering	 have	increased	to	22%,	and	within	six	years	to	25%.	
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Model	2	suggests	that	the	odds	of	repartnering	for	fathers	decreased	as	age	increased.	 	However,	 age	was	not	 significant	 in	Models	3	 and	4	when	 the	 family	and	household	characteristics	were	included.		Employment	status	was	consistently	associated	 with	 the	 likelihood	 of	 repartnering	 for	 fathers	 across	 all	 models.		Fathers	 who	 were	 employed	 full-time	 had	 considerably	 greater	 odds	 of	repartnering	than	those	employed	part-time	or	who	were	unemployed.			
The	 addition	 of	 family	 characteristics	 in	 the	 third	 model	 suggests	 that	 for	fathers,	 parenting	 responsibilities	 and	 relationship	 histories	 did	 not	 significantly	influence	 the	 likelihood	of	 repartnering.	 	No	 family	predictor	 variables	 including	those	related	to	children,	their	living	arrangements,	or	the	history/status	of	former	relationships	 were	 found	 to	 be	 significantly	 associated	 with	 the	 odds	 of	repartnering	for	fathers.			
Model	 4	 indicates	 that,	 like	 mothers,	 household	 characteristics	 were	important	determinants	of	repartnering	for	fathers.		Father’s	who	owned	or	were	purchasing	their	home	were	significantly	more	likely	to	repartner	within	six	years	of	separation	than	those	renting.		However,	living	with	other	family	members	and	close	 to	 their	 former	 partners	 significantly	 reduced	 the	 odds	 of	 father’s	repartnering.			
The	 inclusion	 of	 individual,	 family,	 and	 household	 variables	 weakened	 the	initial	 findings	 associated	 with	 father’s	 age	 and	 annual	 personal	 income.	 	 The	subsequent	 models	 found	 that	 similar	 to	 maternal	 repartnering,	 fathers	 were	sensitive	to	the	affective	influence	of	family	relationships,	and	living	close	to	other	family	members	 reduced	 the	 likelihood	of	 repartnering	 for	 fathers.	 	 Importantly,	paternal	repartnering	was	not	influenced	by	the	parenting	arrangements	in	place	for	their	children.		For	fathers,	it	appears	that	repartnering	may	be	negotiated	in		
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isolation	of	the	prevailing	influence	of	previous	relationships	and	current	parental	responsibilities.	
7.8	Summary	
7.8.1	Repartnering	Patterns	of	Australian	Parents	
The	life	table	analysis	suggests	that	within	six	years	of	separation	almost	one	third	of	participants	had	repartnered.		This	rate	of	repartnering	is	lower	than	previously	observed	 in	 the	 repartnering	 literature.	 	 In	 a	 recent	 international	 comparison	study,	 Skew	 et	 al.,	 (2009)	 found	 that	 within	 five	 years	 of	 separation	 43%	 of	Australian	and	49%	of	British	participants	had	repartnered.	 	Research	examining	repartnering	 rates	 in	 Canada	 found	 that	 42%	 of	 women	 and	 54%	 of	 men	 had	repartnered	within	 five	years	of	 first	union	disruption	 (Wu	&	Schimmele,	2005).		But	these	studies	are	based	on	broader	samples	of	separated	adults	in	the	general	population	including	participants	with	and	without	parental	responsibilities.	
It	 is	 well	 documented	 that	 prior	 fertility	 has	 a	 substantial	 impact	 on	repartnering	 following	 relationship	 dissolution	 (Coleman	 &	 Ganong,	 1990;	 de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	 2003;	Hughes,	 2000;	 Lampard	&	Peggs,	 1999;	Poortman,	 2007;	Poortman	&	Hewitt,	 2015;	 Smock,	 1990:	Wu	&	Balakrishnan,	 1994),	 particularly	when	children	are	younger	than	five	years	of	age	and	reside	in	the	household	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003;	Skew	et	al.,	2009).		Recent	reviews	of	the	Australian	family	law	 reforms	 provide	 some	 support	 for	 the	 negative	 influence	 of	 parenting	responsibilities	on	the	pace	of	repartnering	by	documenting	rates	of	repartnering	for	separated	parents	similar	to	those	observed	in	this	study	(Kaspiew	et	al.,	2009;	Qu	&	Weston,	2010).			
Although	the	overall	repartnering	rates	for	separated	parents	in	this	research	were	 found	 to	 be	 lower	 than	 those	 previously	 recorded	 for	 general	 adult	
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populations,	the	observed	repartnering	patterns	and	trends	are	largely	consistent	with	 prior	 research.	 	 Notably,	 this	 investigation	 found	 that	 within	 six	 years	 of	separation	the	repartnering	rate	is	higher	among	Australian	fathers	than	mothers.		This	 gender	 difference,	 whereby	 men	 repartner	 at	 higher	 rates	 than	 women,	 is	consistently	 found	 in	 studies	of	 repartnering	 (Coleman	&	Ganong,	1990;	Hughes,	2000;	 de	 Graaf	 &	 Kalmijn,	 2003;	 Lampard	 &	 Peggs,	 1999;	 Poortman,	 2007;	Poortman	&	Hewitt,	2015;	Skew	et	al.,	2009;	Wu	&	Schimmele,	2005),	and	provides	the	 empirical	 backdrop	 to	 examine	 how	 individual,	 family,	 and	 household	characteristics	 might	 influence	 repartnering	 rates	 differently	 for	 mothers	 and	fathers.	
7.8.2.	 Factors	 Related	 to	 the	 Likelihood	 of	 Repartnering	 Within	 Six	 Years	 of	
Separation	
The	 discrete-time	 event-history	 models	 show	 that	 several	 characteristics	 were	important	 correlates	 of	 forming	 new	 unions	 after	 separation	 for	 Australian	parents.	 	 These	 include	 age	 of	 participants,	 main	 sources	 of	 income,	 types	 of	employment,	 parenting	 arrangements	 of	 children,	 housing	 tenure,	 and	 the	presence	 of	 other	 family	members	 residing	 in	 household.	 	 However,	 several	 key	gender	 differences	 suggest	 that	 the	 decision-making	 process	 and	 context	associated	with	repartnering	transitions	may	differ	for	mothers	and	fathers.		
Individual	Characteristics	The	 statistical	 models	 indicate	 that	 the	 likelihood	 of	 repartnering	 tends	 to	decrease	 as	 mothers	 become	 older,	 and	 age	 appears	 to	 be	 an	 important	determinant	 of	 repartnering	 following	 divorce	 or	 separation	 for	 mothers.	 	 For	fathers,	 age	 does	 not	 continue	 to	 have	 a	 significant	 negative	 impact	 on	repartnering	 when	 family	 and	 household	 variables	 are	 included	 in	 the	 models.		
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This	 outcome	 supports	 previous	 research	 in	 which	 the	 negative	 impact	 of	becoming	 older	 on	 the	 likelihood	 of	 repartnering	 was	 found	 to	 be	 particularly	strong	for	women	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003;	Wu	&	Balakrishnan,	1994).			
Socio-economic	 characteristics	 were	 also	 found	 to	 be	 important	determinants	of	new	union	formation.		For	mothers,	the	extent	of	their	education,	or	whether	they	were	in	paid	employment	either	on	a	full-	or	part-time	basis,	had	no	effect	on	the	likelihood	of	repartnering.	These	findings	are	consistent	with	prior	studies	that	found	little	association	between	education	and	repartnering	(Bumpass	et	 al.,	 1990;	 Chiswick	 &	 Lehrer,	 1990;	 Smock,	 1990;	 Skew	 et	 al.,	 2009;	 Wu	 &	Balakrishnan,	 1984).	 However,	 higher	 personal	 annual	 income	 did	 have	 a	significant	 positive	 effect	 when	 household	 characteristics	 were	 included	 in	 the	models,	with	mothers	on	higher	 incomes	more	 likely	to	repartner.	This	contrasts	with	recent	studies	that	found	no	correlation	between	income	and	repartnering	for	women	(Poortman	&	Hewitt,	2015).		
That	 maternal	 income	 has	 a	 stronger	 relationship	 with	 repartnering	following	the	inclusion	of	the	household	variables	may	indicate	the	existence	of	a	suppressor	 situation	 (Tzelgov	&	Henick,	 1991)	 associated	with	one	 (or	more)	 of	the	household	characteristics	examined.	Higher	annual	income	may	have	a	positive	impact	on	repartnering	by	supporting	opportunities	to	develop	new	relationships.	However,	higher	incomes	are	also	likely	to	be	associated	with	increased	financial	and	 relational	 responsibilities	 that	 may	 diminish	 the	 potency	 of	 this	 positive	association.	 	 Controlling	 for	 household	 differences,	 both	 in	 terms	 of	 relational	composition	 (household	 membership/residency)	 and	 living	 costs	 (home	ownership)	 improves	 the	 potential	 explanatory	 power	 of	 personal	 income	 in	predicting	repartnering.		
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Mothers	 who	 were	 reliant	 on	 government	 benefits	 as	 the	 main	 source	 of	income	were	found	to	be	less	likely	to	repartner	than	mothers	who	were	wage	or	salary	 earners.	 The	 influence	 of	 economic	 determinants	 on	 the	 likelihood	 of	repartnering	 is	 different	 for	 fathers,	 with	 full-time	 employment	 significantly	increasing	the	odds	of	new	union	formation.	Other	economic	indicators	including	years	of	education,	personal	annual	income	and	source	of	income	were	unrelated	to	paternal	repartnering.		
Family	Characteristics	Family	 characteristics	were	also	 found	 to	be	 related	 to	 the	odds	of	 repartnering.		For	 mothers,	 the	 effect	 on	 repartnering	 that	 is	 associated	 with	 the	 residency	arrangements	for	their	children	is	particularly	salient.		Children	who	were	resident	in	maternal	households	for	most	or	all	of	the	time	significantly	reduced	the	odds	of	repartnering	 in	 comparison	with	mothers	with	non-resident	 children,	 regardless	of	 the	 focal	 child’s	 age.	 	 Shared-time	 arrangements,	 where	 the	 child	 spends	approximately	equal	time	with	each	parent,	reduced	the	odds	of	repartnering	for	mothers	only	if	the	child	was	younger	than	five	years	of	age.		
The	 extent	 of	 parenting	 responsibilities,	 primarily	 reflected	 through	children’s	age	and	residency	arrangements,	is	therefore	an	important	determinant	of	 repartnering	 for	 mothers.	 	 This	 outcome	 is	 consistent	 with	 findings	 from	previous	studies	in	which	children	of	prior	relationships	impede	repartnering	for	women	 following	 divorce	 or	 separation	 (Coleman	 &	 Ganong,	 1990;	 de	 Graaf	 &	Kalmijn,	 2003;	 Hughes,	 2000;	 Lampard	 &	 Peggs,	 1999;	 Poortman,	 2007;	 Smock,	1990;	Skew	et	al.,	2009).		However,	the	mechanisms	through	which	children	exert	their	influence	on	maternal	repartnering	continue	to	be	explored.			
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Parenting	 arrangements	 appear	 to	 have	 a	 very	 different	 impact	 on	repartnering	 for	 fathers.	 	 For	 recently	 separated	 Australian	 fathers,	 family	characteristics	 including	 the	 residency	 or	 number	 of	 children,	 and	 the	 nature	 or	duration	 of	 their	 previous	 relationship	 were	 found	 to	 have	 no	 effect	 on	 the	likelihood	 of	 repartnering.	 	 Although	 few	 prior	 studies	 have	 examined	 the	influence	 of	 variations	 in	 paternal	 post-separation	 involvement	with	 children	 on	repartnering	 –	 and	 for	 those	 that	 do	 the	 results	 are	mixed	 –	 the	 findings	 of	 this	study	 are	 supported	 by	 previous	 research	 in	 which	 the	 extent	 of	 parental	obligations	had	no	effect	on	paternal	repartnering	(Stewart	et	al.,	2003).			
Mothers	 whose	 former	 partner	 had	 repartnered	 were	 more	 likely	 to	repartner	 themselves.	 	 The	 influence	of	 paternal	 relationship	 status	on	maternal	repartnering	 behaviour	 has	 not	 been	 extensively	 studied	 and	 it	 is	 difficult	 to	attribute	a	causal	interpretation	or	direction	to	this	result.		
Household	Characteristics	Household	characteristics	associated	with	former	partners	appear	to	be	related	to	the	 likelihood	 of	 repartnering	 up	 to	 six	 years	 after	 separation.	 	 Fathers	 and	mothers	who	lived	more	than	30	kilometres	from	their	child’s	other	parent	were	much	more	likely	to	repartner	than	those	living	closer.		Resident	family	members	(e.g.,	 parents	 or	 siblings	 of	 participant	 as	 opposed	 to	 boarders,	 flatmates,	 or	employees)	significantly	reduced	 the	 likelihood	of	 repartnering	 for	both	mothers	and	 fathers.	 	 The	 literature	 examining	 the	 impact	 of	 other	 family	 members	 in	separated	parental	household	on	repartnering	attitudes	and	behaviour	is	limited.		
7.8.3	Concluding	Thoughts	
The	results	suggest	that	repartnering	is	a	common	family	transition,	but	one	that	is	experienced	more	readily	by	fathers	than	mothers.		Within	six	years	of	separation	
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approximately	 a	 third	 of	 fathers	 formed	 new	 cohabiting	 relationships	 in	comparison	 to	 about	 a	 quarter	 of	 mothers.	 	 This	 gender	 difference	 is	 likely	 the	consequence	 of	 gender	 specific	 socio-economic	 and	 parenting	 factors,	 several	 of	which	 have	 not	 been	 previously	 examined	 in	 the	 context	 of	 repartnered	 family	structures.	 	 I	 return	 to	 this	 set	 of	 results	 and	 discuss	 the	 implications	 of	 these	findings	 in	 Chapter	 11.
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8.  Results – Part II: 
Repartnering and Parental 
Involvement 	
This	chapter	examines	 the	relationship	between	repartnering	and	two	 important	components	 of	 parental	 involvement:	 parenting	 time	 and	 child	 support.	 The	literature	 reviewed	 in	 Chapter	 3	 suggests	 repartnering	 may	 negatively	 impact	parental	 involvement,	 though	 the	 findings	 internationally	are	 somewhat	mixed.	 I	use	outcome	measures	of	regular	overnight	care	of	children,	provision	of	informal	child	support	and	child	support	compliance	to	attempt	to	clarify	the	links	between	repartnering	and	post-separation	parenting	and	 the	 financial	 support	of	 children	in	the	Australian	context.		
8.1	Sample	Selection	The	analytic	subsample	employed	in	the	second	part	of	the	study	differs	from	that	used	in	Chapter	7.	As	described	earlier,	the	Child	Support	Reform	Study	provided	information	from	separated	parents	at	three	different	points	in	time.	The	data	are	thus	well	suited	to	examining	whether	repartnering	was	associated	with	changes	in	different	aspects	of	post-separation	family	life	and	wellbeing.		
Results	for	the	second	part	of	the	analyses	are	based	on	data	from	the	5,046	participants	 interviewed	 at	 Time	 0	 in	 2008	 who:	 (a)	 answered	 the	 relationship	status	item	at	each	interview	(excluding	17	participants);	(b)	were	single	at	Time	0	(excluding	1,521	participants);	and	(c)	were	interviewed	at	least	twice	during	the	CSRS	 (excluding	 994	 participants).	 	 The	 longitudinal	 analyses	 were	 conducted	
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using	 6805	 participant-period	 observations	 of	 2,514	 participants	 (1,054	 males;	1,460	females).		
Appproximately	71%	of	participants	contributed	information	to	the	survey	in	three	 interviews,	and	29%	participated	in	two	interviews	(Appendix	Table	A8.1).		As	 shown	 in	 Table	 8.1,	 the	 participants	 experienced	 a	 variety	 of	 relationship	history	 patterns.	 	 The	 majority	 (79%)	 of	 the	 participants	 did	 not	 change	 their	relationship	status	and	remained	single	throughout	their	period	of	participation	in	the	 study.	 	 Approximately	19%	experienced	 a	 repartnering	 transition,	with	12%	repartnering	between	the	first	and	second	interview,	and	7%	between	the	second	and	 third	 interview.	 	 Of	 those	who	 repartnered,	 a	 small	 number	 of	 respondents	experienced	a	subsequent	relationship	 transition,	with	2%	of	new	unions	ending	during	the	study	period.		
8.2	Demographic	Profile	of	Sample	Key	individual,	family,	and	household	characteristics	of	the	respondent	at	the	time	of	 the	 first	 interview	 are	 presented	 in	 Appendix	 Table	 A8.2.	 Associations	 and	differences	between	mothers	and	fathers,	based	on	Chi-squared	and	t	tests,	are		
Table	8.1.	Relationship	history	patterns	since	baseline	interview	by	gender,	
Australia,	2008-2011	
Interview	 	 	 	 	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2	
Female	 Male	 Total	 %	
2008	 2010	 2011	
Relationship	Status	Did	Not	Change	Single	 Single	 Single	 815	 522	 1337	 53	Single	 Single	 .	a	 384	 268	 652	 26	
Subtotal	 	 	 1199	 790	 1989	 79	
Repartnered	During	Study	Single	 Single	 Repartner	 92	 84	 176	 7	Single	 Repartner	 .	a	 38	 47	 85	 3	Single	 Repartner	 Repartner	 106	 108	 214	 9	
Subtotal	 	 	 236	 239	 475	 19	
Repartnered	then	Separated	During	Study	Single	 Repartner	 Single	 25	 25	 50	 2	
Total	 1460	 1054	 2514	 100	Notes:	a.	=	participant	not	interviewed	in	this	wave.	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study.	
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	indicated.		
On	average,	male	participants	were	older	than	female	participants	(M=41yrs,	SD=	7.98	 vs.	M=	 38yrs,	 SD=	 7.23,	 p<0.001)	 at	 the	 time	 they	 were	 first	 interviewed.	Mothers	were	twice	as	likely	as	fathers	to	rely	on	government	allowances	as	their	main	 source	 of	 income	 (40%	 vs.	 19%;	 p<0.001),	 less	 likely	 to	 be	 in	 paid	employment	(70%	vs.	80%,	p<0.01),	and	less	likely	to	be	employed	fulltime	(28%	vs.	71%;	p<0.001).		
The	mean	age	of	the	youngest	child	of	parents	participating	in	the	study	was	9	years	of	age	and	overall	the	participants	had	had	two	children	with	their	former	partner.	About	73%	of	respondents	had	been	married	to	their	child’s	other	parent,	and	these	relationships	had	lasted	for,	on	average,	10	years.		The	average	duration	of	separation	was	five	years.	Mothers	were	more	likely	than	fathers	to	indicate	that	they	 had	 parenting	 arrangements	 in	which	 the	 focus	 child	 spent	 the	majority	 of	time	in	their	care	(87%	vs.	11%;	p<0.001).			
At	 the	 time	 they	 were	 first	 interviewed,	 fathers	 were	 more	 likely	 than	mothers	to	be	living	with	other	family	members	(18%	vs.	9%;	p<0.001)	and	other	adults	such	boarders	or	flatmates	(9%	vs.	3%;	p<0.05).	
As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 8.1,	 the	 majority	 of	 participants	 reported	 parenting	arrangements	 in	which	 the	 (focus)	 child	 spent	most,	 or	 all	 their	 time	 (>	 65%	of	nights)	with	 their	mother	 (‘primary	care’).	 	 Shared-time	and	 father	primary	care	arrangements	were	less	common.	 	At	each	interview,	fathers	were	twice	as	likely	as	mothers	to	indicate	the	focus	child	resided	with	them	on	a	shared-time	basis.		Three	 out	 of	 four	 participants	 were	 able	 to	 provide	 information	 on	 their	former	partner’s	relationship	status,	with	25%	of	participants	contributing		
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Figure	8.1.	Parenting	category		by	interview	time	and	gender,	2008-2011.		 Notes:	A	parent	is	classified	as	having	primary	care	if	the	child	resides	in	household	more	than	65%	of	nights,	shared-time	 care	 if	 child	 resides	 in	 household	 between	 35%-65%	 of	 nights,	 and	 non-resident	 care	 if	 child	resides	in	household	for	0-35%	of	nights.	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Table	A8.3	for	more	detail). 	
information	about	their	former	partners	relationship	status	in	two	interviews,	and	59%	in	each	of	the	three	survey	periods	(Appendix	Table	A8.4).			A	broad	range	of	relationship	patterns	are	found	for	the	participants’	former	partners	 (Appendix	Table	A8.5).	 	 The	data	 indicate	 that	34%	of	 former	partners	remained	 single	 throughout	 the	 CSRS	 survey	 period	 and	 31%	 former	 partners	were	 in	 new	 unions	 the	 entire	 study.	 	 Approximately	 14%	 of	 former	 partners	repartnered	during	the	CSRS,	and	5%	of	repartnered	former	partners	separated.			
8.3	Analytic	Approach		Once	again,	all	analyses	were	conducted	using	Stata	(Data	Analysis	and	Statistical	Software)	version	11.0.	Statistical	analyses	were	conducted	in	two	phases.	
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In	 the	 first	 phase,	 a	 longitudinal	 design	was	 employed	 to	 explore	 potential	repartnering	 effects	 by	 examining	 variation	 for	 three	 contrasting	 groups	 of	respondents:	(a)	those	who	indicated	they	were	single	at	each	interview	(i.e.,	 the	continuously	 single	 group);	 (b)	 those	 who	 repartnered	 between	 the	 first	 and	second	 interview	 (i.e.,	 the	 repartnered	 T0–T1	 group);	 and	 (c)	 those	 who	repartnered	between	 the	 second	and	 third	 interview	(i.e.	 the	 repartnered	T1–T2	group).		Differences	in	repartnered	and	single	group	scores	were	examined	using	t-tests	and	Chi-square	tests	where	appropriate.	 	For	each	unique	outcome	variable,	fathers	and	mothers	were	analysed	separately.		
During	 the	 second	 phase,	 fixed	 effect	 regression	 analysis	 of	 the	 data	 was	employed	 to	 examine	 the	 impact	 of	 repartnering.	 Fixed	 effects	 methods	 are	commonly	 used	 in	 economics	 research	 (Wooldridge,	 2009)	 and	 increasingly	 in	developmental	 science	as	 these	 techniques	control	 for	unobserved	heterogeneity	of	 samples	 (Allison,	 2006).	 	 Recently,	 fixed	 effects	 techniques	 have	 been	used	 in	repartnering	 studies	 to	 examine	 changes	 in	 children’s	 cognitive	 and	 socio-emotional	 development	 (Aughinbaugh	 et	 al.,	 2005);	 father	 investments	 in	 non-resident	children	(Berger	et	al.,	2012);	provision	of	informal	child	support	(Meyer	&	Cancian,	2012);	and	parenting	behaviours	associated	with	parental	new	unions	and/or	new	union	children	(Gibson-Davis,	2008).		
Fixed	effect	regression	models	are	well	suited	for	investigating	the	extent	to	which	 repartnering	 is	 associated	 with	 changes	 in	 parental	 involvement,	 family	dynamics,	 or	 child	 and	 parent	 wellbeing	 because	 these	 techniques	 examine	variation	 over	 time	within	 individuals	 and	 produce	 estimates	 that	 are	 net	 of	 all	time	invariant	observed	or	unobserved	differences	between	participants	(Allison,	1994).	 	 Fixed	 effects	 models	 control	 for	 the	 type	 of	 parent	 who	 repartners	 by	
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having	 only	 these	 parents	 contribute	 to	 the	 estimate	 on	 repartnering	 (Meyer	 &	Cancian,	2012).		
Therefore,	 fixed	 effects	 coefficients	 are	 likely	 to	 be	 a	 robust	 measure	 of	repartnering	 outcomes	 as	 they	 concentrate	 on	 within-person,	 across	 time	variability,	 and	 difference	 out	 the	 biasing	 effects	 of	 persistent	 characteristics	specific	 to	 individuals	 (Allison,	 2006)	 such	 as	 genetic,	 personality	 and	 family	characteristics.	 	 Fixed	 effect	 models	 address	 endogeneity	 issues	 to	 ensure	 that	changes	to	parental	involvement,	family	dynamics,	and	child	and	parent	wellbeing	are	 a	 product	 of	 the	 repartnering	 transitions	 rather	 than	 vice	 versa.	 	 	 They	 also	allow	prior	levels	of	outcome	variables	to	be	held	constant,	and	in	doing	so	control	for	the	biases	associated	with	differing	initial	variable	levels	for	those	repartnering	when	compared	to	those	who	remain	single.		By	controlling	for	these	differences	in	respondents,	 stronger	 inferences	 about	 the	 effects	 of	 the	 repartnering	 transition	on	the	outcome	variables	can	be	realised.		
The	 following	 outline	 of	 the	 equations	 used	 to	 model	 family	 wellbeing	 is	informed	principally	 by	American	 academic	 Paul	D.	 Allison	 (1994,	 2006),	whose	work	describes	the	application	and	validity	of	fixed	effects	methods	in	longitudinal	data	analyses	and	research.	A	relatively	simple	linear	model	where	the	outcome	is	measured	 at	 two	or	more	points	 in	 time	 is	 first	 described,	 followed	by	 the	 fixed	effects	logistic	models	for	dichotomous	outcomes.	
When	 the	 dependent	 variable	 is	 measured	 on	 an	 interval	 scale	 the	 basic	linear	model	is	(8.1):	
yit = αt + βXit + ϒZi + μi + εit (8.1) where	yit	 is	a	parental	 involvement	dependent	variable	for	the	ith	parent	at	time	t,	Xit	is	the	set	of	predictor’s	variables	that	vary	over	time,	Zi	is	a	set	of	time-
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invariant	 measures,	 αt	 is	 an	 intercept	 that	 may	 vary	 across	 time,	 and	 β	 and	 ϒ	denote	 the	 parameters	 of	 interest,	 the	 difference	 in	 Yit	 associated	with	 the	 time	varying	and	time	invariant	measures	at	t.		Of	the	two	error	terms,	μi	represents	the	combined	effects	of	all	unobserved	variables	on	Y	that	are	constant	over	time	(as	signified	by	lack	of	time	subscript),	such	as	race	and	religiosity,	and	εit	represents	random	variation	at	each	point	in	time.			The	fixed	effects	approach	allows	the	time	constant	unobserved	variables,	μi,	to	be	correlated	with	the	observed	variables,	Xit	and	 Yit,	 and	 essentially	 control	 for	 the	 effects	 of	 time	 invariant	 unobserved	variables.			If	the	same	variables	are	measured	at	two	points	in	time	(T=2),	then	the	two	equations	are:	
yi1 = α1 + βXi1 + ϒZi + μi + εi1 (8.2) 
yi2 = α2 + βXi2 + ϒZi + μi + εi2 (8.3) By	subtracting	equation	(8.2)	from	equation	(8.3),	it	is	possible	to	account	for	any	time-invariant	unmeasured	or	unobserved	characteristics.		A	simple	difference	model	of	equations	(8.2)	and	(8.3),	using	Δ	to	denote	the	t-s	difference,	is		
Δyi = Δ α + βΔXi + Δεi (8.4) where		Δyi	equals	the	difference	of	relationship	status	plus	the	effect	of	other	time-varying	characteristics	(ΔXi).		The	time	invariant	observed,	ϒZi,	and	unobserved,	μi,	characteristics	 are	 differenced	 out	 of	 the	 equation.	 	 As	 a	 result,	 any	 biases	associated	with	unmeasured	and	persistent	characteristics	have	been	differenced	out.			
When	there	are	three	or	more	observations	per	individual	in	large	datasets,	the	mean	deviation	 algorithm	 is	 used,	 and	 the	means	 over	 time	 for	 each	 person	and	for	each	time-varying	variable	(dependent	and	independent)	are	calculated:	
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!!  =  1!!     !!"!  !!  =  1!!     !!"! 	where	!! 	is	the	number	of	measurements	for	person	i.	The	person	specific	means	are	then	subtracted	from	the	observed	means	for	each	variable:	
Δyit = yit  - !! 
Δxit = xit  - !!	In	the	present	analyses,	the	outcome	variables	are	dichotomous,	with	at	least	two	 observations	 (t=1,….,	 T)	 for	 each	 individual	 (i=1,…,n).	 Logistic	 fixed	 effect	models	are	used	in	these	analyses.		In	this	way,	the	response	variable,	yit,	has	either	of	two	values,	0	or	1.		If	pit	is	the	probability	that		yit	=	1,	the	relationship	between		pit	on	the	predictor	variables	can	be	described	by	a	logistic	regression	model: 
log !!"!!!!" = αt + βXit + ϒZi + μi    (8.5) where	Zi	 is	a	column	vector	of	observed	characteristic	variables	 that	do	not	vary	over	 time,	Xit,	 is	 a	 column	 vector	 of	 variables	 that	 vary	 between	 individuals	 and	over	time	for	each	participant,	αt	 is	a	time	varying	intercept,	and	β	and	ϒ	are	row	vectors	 of	 coefficients,	 μi	 represents	 all	 unobserved	 differences	 between	participants	 that	are	stable	over	 time.	 	The	 following	notation	 is	used	 to	account	for	 the	 time	 invariant	 unobserved	 and	 observed	 characteristics	 when	 there	 are	two	observations:	 
log !"(!!!!!,   !!!!!)!"(!!!!!,   !!!!!) = (α2 – α1  ) + β(Xi2 - Xi1 ) (8.6)	Like	 the	 linear	model,	 both	 Zi	 and	μi	 have	 been	 differenced	 out	 of	 the	 equation.		When	 there	 are	 three	 or	 more	 observations	 for	 each	 participant	 conditional	maximum	likelihood	is	again	used	to	estimate	the	logistic	regressions.		
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Despite	 being	 a	 powerful	 method	 for	 controlling	 unmeasured	 stable	characteristics	 and	 allowing	 for	 stronger	 inferences,	 fixed	 effects	 estimates	 use	only	within-individual	 differences	 and	 ignore	 the	 between	 individual	 differences	(which	 are	 likely	 to	 be	 associated	 with	 unobserved	 characteristics	 of	 the	individuals).	 They	 thus	 tend	 to	 have	 substantially	 larger	 standard	 errors,	 and	consequently	 higher	 p-values	 and	 wider	 confidence	 intervals	 (Allison,	 2006).	While	providing	consistent	results,	fixed	effects	models	may	therefore	produce	less	efficient	estimates,	with	possibly	higher	standard	errors	than	other	methods	such	as	 random	 effects	 models	 that	 include	 both	 time	 invariant	 and	 time	 variant	variables,	and	utilise	both	between	and	within	person	variation	(Allison,	2006).		The	decision	 to	use	 fixed	effects	models	 for	 the	present	analyses	was	made	on	the	basis	of	both	statistical	and	theoretical	considerations	(Amini	et	al.,	2012).	Hausman	 specification	 tests	 compare	 the	 fixed	 versus	 random	 effects	 under	 the	null	 hypothesis	 that	 the	 individual	 effects	 are	 uncorrelated	 with	 the	 other	regressors	in	the	model	(Hausman,	1978).		If	the	Hausman	test	is	significant	for	an	outcome	variable	 it	 is	 likely	 that	 time	varying	characteristics	are	correlated	with	the	independent	variables.	Limiting	the	analysis	to	within-person	variation	is	thus	more	likely	to	result	in	consistent,	unbiased	estimates	(Johnson,	1995).		Hausman	tests	were	conducted	for	each	outcome	variable.	The	results	were	mixed.			
Theoretically,	 the	 ability	 to	 control	 for	 time	 invariant	 characteristics	 was	considered	 important	 as	 selection	 theories	 of	 repartnering	 posit	 that	 inherent	individual	 traits	 and	characteristics	 influence	both	 the	 likelihood	of	 repartnering	and	 vulnerability	 to	 negative	 family	 outcomes.	 	 The	 ability	 to	 control	 for	 time	invariant	factors	was	also	considered	a	priority	given	that	some	factors	that	have	been	found	to	be	associated	with	repartnering	in	previous	research	(e.g.	race	and	religion)	were	not	examined	in	the	Child	Support	Reform	Study.		
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This	 chapter	 examines	 the	 association	 between	 repartnering	 and	 parental	involvement	and	includes	 indicators	of	whether	the	focus	child	resides	overnight	on	a	regular	basis	with	the	participant,	whether	child	support	is	paid/received	on	time	and	in	full	(i.e.	child	support	compliance),	and	whether	informal	child	support	is	provided.	(The	outcome	measures	are	described	in	detail	in	Chapter	6.)	The	 parental	 involvement	 outcome	 variables	 –	 regular,	 overnight	 care	 of	children,	informal	child	support,	and	child	support	compliance	–	were	significantly	associated	 with	 the	 parenting	 arrangements	 in	 place	 for	 the	 child.	 While	 the	descriptive	analyses	were	generated,	there	was	not	enough	variation	in	relation	to	parenting	 arrangements	 to	 validly	 calculate	 the	 fixed	 effect	 model	 interactions.	Therefore,	 the	 differences	 in	 the	 association	 between	 repartnering	 and	 parental	involvement	across	the	three	parenting	groups	(primary-sole	care,	regular-no	care,	and	shared-time)	were	unable	to	be	examined.	
Also,	 due	 to	 the	 small	 sample	 size	 for	 mothers	 who	 do	 not	 have	 regular	overnight	 care	 of	 their	 child,	mothers	who	were	 liable	 to	 pay	 child	 support,	 and	fathers	who	were	liable	to	receive	child	support,	the	fixed	effects	models	could	not	be	calculated	for	these	non-traditional	groups.		The	fixed	effects	regression	models	examining	 repartnering	 and	 parental	 involvement	 are	 therefore	 derived	 for:	 (a)	regular	overnight	 care	of	 the	 focus	 child	with	 their	 father;	 (b)	payer	 father	 child	support	compliance;	and	(c)	provision	of	informal	support	by	payer	fathers.	
Each	parental	involvement	outcome	variable	was	modelled	separately	using	a	two-phase	process.		First,	the	main	effects	of	maternal	and	paternal	repartnering	were	examined	in	Model	1.		Time	varying	covariates	were	included	in	Model	2.		
		 	 167	
	
8.4	 Descriptive	 Analysis:	 Demographic	 Characteristics	 and	 Parental	
Involvement	Descriptive	statistics	(means	and	standard	deviations	or	percentages)	for	the	key	socio-economic	characteristics	and	parental	 involvement	measures	of	 the	second	analytic	 sample	 at	 the	 time	 of	 first	 interview	 for	 parents	 who	 had	 repartnered	during	 the	 survey	period	and	 those	who	 remained	 single	 are	presented	 in	Table	8.2	to	Table	8.5.		Mothers	and	fathers	are	considered	separately.	
The	 descriptive	 analysis	 shown	 in	 Table	 8.2	 found	 very	 few	 individual	differences	in	terms	of	individual	socio-economic	characteristics	between	mothers		
Table	8.2.	Individual	characteristics	at	time	of	first	interview	of	participants	
who	ever	repartnered	during	the	study	and	those	who	remained	single,	2008	
	 Mothers	(N=1460)	 	 Fathers	(N=1054)	
	
Single	
(n=1199)	
Repart		
(n=261)	
	 Single		
(n=790)	
Repart	
(n=264)	
Variables	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
	 n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
Parent	Characteristics	Parent	Age	(years)	 1197	 38	(7.4)	 261	 36***	(6.1)	 	 788	 42	(7.8)	 264	 37***	(7.1)	Education	level		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Year	10	or	below	 209	 21	 31	 18	 	 158	 27	 42	 22	
Year	11/12	 254	 23	 62	 26	 	 150	 23	 62	 23	
Trade		/	certificate	/	
diploma	
442	 37	 105	 39	 	 328	 37	 101	 40	
Degree	/	Postgrad	 287	 19	 62	 17	 	 147	 13	 58	 15	Net	Personal	Annual	Income	($’000)		 1083	 38	(17)	 224	 40	(18)	 	 675	 36	(22)	 225	 42*	(21)	Main	source	of	income		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Wage	and	salary	 690	 56	 168	 59	 	 547	 64	 207	 77	
Self-employed	 45	 3	 19	 6	 	 106	 12	 39	 14	
Government	allowance	 438	 40	 69	 34	 	 109	 22	 16	 8	
Other	 23	 1	 5	 0	 	 26	 2	 1	 1	Parent	is	in	paid	employment?	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 350	 32	 45	 24	 	 127	 23	 13	 7**	
Yes	 849	 68	 216	 76	 	 663	 77	 251	 93***	Parent	is	employed	fulltime?		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	full-time	 860	 73	 174	 70	 	 221	 33	 40	 16*	
Full-time	 321	 27	 80	 30	 	 550	 67	 219	 84	Notes:	*	p<0.05;	**	p<0.01;		***	p<0.001	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.		
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who	 were	 single	 throughout	 the	 study	 and	 those	 who	 repartnered.	 	 Only	 one	significant	difference	was	evident:	repartnered	mothers	were	younger	than	single	mothers	(M=36yrs,	SD=6.1	vs.	M=38yrs,	SD=7.4;	p<0.001).			
More	 differences	 were	 evident	 between	 the	 fathers.	 Like	 mothers,	 fathers	who	had	repartnered	were	on	average	younger	than	fathers	who	remained	single	(M=37yrs,	SD=7.1	vs.	M=42yrs,	SD=7.8;	p<0.001).		Repartnered	fathers	were	also		
more	 likely	 to	 be	 employed	 than	 single	 fathers	 (93%	 vs.	 77%;	 p<0.001)	 and	working	 full-time	 (84%	 vs.	 67%;	 p	 <0.05).	 	 This	 is	 reflected	 in	 the	 finding	 that	repartnered	 fathers	 earned	 higher	 annual	 personal	 incomes	 (M=$42134,	
SD=$20850	vs.	M=$36169,	SD=$22025;	p<0.05).	
Table	 8.3	 shows	 several	 significant	 differences	 were	 found	 between	repartnered	and	single	parents	in	terms	of	family	characteristics.	On	average,	both	repartnered	mothers	(M=8.7,	SD=3.9	vs.	M=9.9,	SD=4.3;	p<0.05)	and	repartnered	fathers	 (M=8.2,	 SD=4.0	 vs.	M=10.1,	 SD=3.8;	 p<0.001)	 had	 younger	 children	 than	single	 parents.	 	 Repartnered	 fathers	 also	 had	 fewer	 children	 with	 their	 former	partner	 than	 those	 who	 remained	 single	 (M=1.8,	 SD=0.81	 vs.	 M=2.1,	 SD=0.99;	
p<0.05).	
Compared	to	single	fathers,	repartnered	fathers	had	lived	with	their	children	for	a	shorter	 period	 of	 time	 prior	 to	 separation	 (M=3.9,	 SD=3.6	 vs.	 M=4.9,	 SD=3.9;	
p<0.05);	had	been	in	a	relationship	with	their	child’s	mother	for	a	shorter	period	of	time	(M=8.7,	SD=5.8	vs.	M=10.7,	SD=5.8;	p<0.05);	and	had	been	separated	for	less	time	(M=4.6,	SD=3.4	vs.	M=5.5,	SD=3.5;	p<0.05).		Compared	to	repartnered	fathers,	single	fathers	were	more	likely	to	have	been	married	to	their	former	partner	(75%	vs.	64%;	p<0.05).		
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Table	8.3.	Family	characteristics	at	time	of	first	interview	of	participants	who	
ever	repartnered	during	the	study	and	those	who	remained	single,	2008	
	 Mothers	(N=1460)	 	 Fathers	(N=1054)	
	
Single	
(n=1199)	
Repart	
(n=261)	
	 Single	
(n=790)	
Repart	
(n=264)	
Variables	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
	 n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
Family	Characteristics		Age	of	focus	child	a		 1199	 9.9	(4.3)	 261	 8.7*	(3.9)	 	 790	 10.1	(3.8)	 264	 8.2***	(4.0)	Total	number	of	children	with	former	partner		 1198	 2.1	(1.1)	 261	 2.1	(.99)	 	 789	 2.1	(.99)	 263	 1.8*	(.81)	Duration	focus	child	lived	with	both	parents	(years)	 1126	 4.6	(4.1)	 246	 4.2	(3.6)	 	 761	 4.9	(3.9)	 256	 3.9*	(3.6)	Duration	of	(former)	relationship	(years)		 1175	 9.8	(6.7)	 257	 8.9	(5.5)	 	 777	 10.7	(5.8)	 261	 8.7*	(5.8)	Duration	of	separation	(years)	 1189	 5.8	(4.0)	 258	 5.00	(3.1)	 	 782	 5.5		(3.5)	 263	 4.6*	(3.4)			Gender	of	focus	child		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Male	 601	 48	 132	 51	 	 424	 51	 130	 49	
Female	 598	 52	 129	 49	 	 366	 49	 134	 51	Relationship	status	at	separation	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	married	 317	 28	 69	 23	 	 167	 25	 56	 36*	
Married	 882	 72	 192	 77	 	 623	 75	 208	 64	Attended	mediation	upon	separation	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 786	 76	 156	 71	 	 520	 79	 162	 72	
Yes	 408	 24	 105	 29	 	 265	 21	 100	 28	Family	Structure	Category	a	b	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Primary	Care	 884	 85	 159	 74	 	 81	 10	 14	 6	
Shared-time	Care	 243	 8	 81	 13	 	 315	 19	 109	 22	
Non-primary	Care	 40	 7	 9	 13	 	 371	 71	 138	 72	Former	partner	repartnered?	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 568	 53	 128	 45	 	 388	 55	 126	 49	
Yes	
	
433	 47	 96	 55	 	 285	 45	 91	 51	Notes:	*	p<0.05;	**	p<0.01;		***	p<0.001;		a		The	Child	Support	Reform	Study	asked	questions	about	one	of	the	children	respondents	shared	with	their	former	partner.	This	child	was	chosen	randomly	and	is	referred	to	as	the	‘focus’	child;	b		A	parent	is	classified	as	having	‘primary	care’	if	the	child	resides	in	household	more	than	65%	of	nights,	‘shared-time’	care	if	child	resides	in	household	between	35%–65%	of	nights,	and	‘non-primary	care’	if	child	resides	in	household	for	0–35%	of	nights.	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.		
With	regard	to	household	characteristics,	Table	8.4	shows	that	compared	to	single	mothers,	 those	who	repartnered	during	 the	study	were	more	 likely	 to	 live	more	than	30km	away	from	their	child’s	other	parent	(46%	vs.	36%;	p<0.05),	and	slightly	more	likely	to	have	other	adults	in	the	form	of	boarders	or	housemates		
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Table	8.4.	Household	characteristics	at	time	of	first	interview	of	participants	
who	ever	repartnered	during	the	study	and	those	who	remained	single,	2008	
	 Mothers	(N=1460)	 	 Fathers	(N=1054)	
	
Single	
(n=1199)	
Repart	
(n=261)	
	 Single	
(n=790)	
Repart	
(n=264)	
Variables	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
	 n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
Household	Characteristics		Net	Household	Annual	Income		($	‘000)	 1027	 40	(24)	 212	 44	(25)	 	 603	 40	(33)	 195	 43	(47)	Housing	Tenure		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Renting	(or	other)	 644	 61	 157	 65	 	 430	 67	 155	 70	
Own	or	purchasing	home	 529	 39	 102	 35	 	 348	 33	 103	 30	Family	members	reside	in	household?		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No		 1083	 91	 243	 92	 	 685	 82	 226	 79	
Yes	 114	 9	 18	 8	 	 102	 18	 38	 21	Boarders	reside	in	household?			 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No		 1169	 98	 251	 92*	 	 755	 91	 245	 90	
Yes	 28	 2	 10	 8	 	 32	 9	 19	 11	Distance	between	parental	residences		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
0-30km	 838	 64	 174	 54*	 	 576	 67	 196	 65	
>	30km	 297	 36	 70	 46	 	 196	 33	 64	 35	Notes:	*	p<0.05;	**	p<0.01;		***	p<0.001	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.		
living	in	their	households	prior	to	repartnering	(8%	vs.	2%;	p<0.05).	No	significant	differences	in	household	characteristics	were	found	for	fathers.	
The	descriptive	statistics	at	 the	time	of	 the	 initial	 interview	(Time	0)	of	 the	parental	 involvement	 outcome	 variables	 by	 subsequent	 relationship	 status	 are	shown	in	Table	8.5.		Very	few	mothers	indicated	that	their	child	did	not	reside	with	them	overnight	on	a	regular	basis.	There	were	no	significant	differences	between		
repartnered	 and	 single	 mothers.	 	 By	 contrast,	 one	 in	 four	 fathers	 did	 not	 have	regular	overnight	care	of	their	child	irrespective	of	their	future	relationship	status.			
For	 parents	 with	 child	 support	 obligations,	 approximately	 half	 of	 payer	mothers	 and	 fathers	 reported	 providing	 informal	 support	 and	 a	 relatively	 high	proportion	 of	 parents	 reported	 paying	 child	 support	 in	 full	 and	 on	 time.	 Two	significant	differences	between	repartnered	and	single	parents	in	relation	to		
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Table	8.5.	Parental	involvement	characteristics	at	Time	0	of	participants	who	
repartnered	during	the	CSRS,	and	those	who	remained	single,	200818	
Parenting	time19	Does	the	child	reside	with	the	parent	on	a	regular	basis	that	includes	overnight	stays?			 Mothers	(N=1460)	 	 Fathers	(N=1054)			 Single	(n=1199)	 	 Rep	(n=	261)	 	 Single	(n=790)	 	 Rep	(n=264)		 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	
No	 11	 3	 	 4	 10	 	 138	 27	 	 41	 24	
Yes	 1188	 97	 	 257	 90	 	 652	 73	 	 222	 76	
Child	Support	20	Does	the	payer	parent	pay	in	full	when	due?		 Mothers	(N=55)	 	 Fathers	(N=702)			 Single	(n=42)	 	 Rep	(n=	13)	 	 Single	(n=503)	 	 Rep	(n=199)		 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	
No	 4	 1	 	 2	 –	 	 48	 13	 	 15	 5	
Yes	 38	 99***	 	 11	 –	 	 455	 87	 	 184	 95*	Does	the	payer	parent	also	provide	informal	support?		 Mothers	(N=65)	 	 Fathers	(N=769)			 Single	(n=51)	 	 Rep	(n=	14)	 	 Single	(n=554)	 	 Rep	(n=215)		 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	
No	 24	 53	 	 7	 –	 	 204	 49	 	 74	 47	
Yes	 27	 47	 	 7	 –	 	 350	 51	 	 141	 53	Does	the	payee	parent	receive	child	support	in	full	when	due?		 Mothers	(N=1058)	 	 Fathers	(N=89)			 Single	(n=886)	 	 Rep	(n=	172)	 	 Single	(n=77)	 	 Rep	(n=12)		 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	
No	 311	 36	 	 67	 43	 	 38	 53	 	 7	 –	
Yes	 575	 64	 	 105	 57	 	 39	 47	 	 5	 –	Does	the	payee	parent	receive	informal	child	support	in	addition	to	formal	child	support?		 Mothers	(N=1193)	 	 Fathers	(N=103)			 Single	(n=992)	 	 Rep	(n=	201)	 	 Single	(n=90)	 	 Rep	(n=13)		 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	
No	 762	 79	 	 154	 84	 	 53	 65	 	 9	 –	
Yes	 230	 21	 	 47	 16	 	 37	 35	 	 4	 –		Types	of	Informal	Support	(Paid	or	Received)		 Mothers	(N=1460)	 	 Fathers	(N=1054)			 Single(n=1199)	 	 Rep	(n=	261)	 	 Single	(n=790)	 	 Rep	(n=264)		 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	 	 n	 %	Living	Expensesa	 114	 9	 	 25	 8	 	 48	 5	 	 18	 7	Otherb	 405	 33	 	 80	 21	 	 510	 63	 	 186	 70	No	informal	support	 680	 58	 	 156	 71	 	 232	 32	 	 60	 23	Notes:	*	p<	0.05;	**	p<0.01;		***	p<0.001;	a	e.g.	education,	uniform,	clothing,	medical,	housing,	vehicle;	b	e.g.	computer,	phone,	sport,	holidays,	hobbies.	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.																																																								18	Sample	 sizes	vary	across	 the	child	 support	 categories	as	not	all	participants	were	 liable	 to	pay	or	 receive	child	support.	19	Due	 to	 the	small	 sample	size	 for	mothers	who	do	not	have	regular	overnight	care	of	 their	 child,	 the	 fixed	effects	regression	models	examining	repartnering	and	parenting	time	were	not	valid	for	this	group	of	parents.	The	samples	are	included	here	for	descriptive	purposes.	20	Due	to	the	small	sample	size	for	mothers	who	were	liable	to	pay	child	support,	and	fathers	who	were	liable	to	receive	child	support,	the	fixed	effects	models	could	not	be	calculated	for	these	non-traditional	groups.	The	samples	are	included	here	for	descriptive	purposes.	
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	parental	 involvement	 measures	 were	 found	 at	 the	 first	 interview.	 	 Repartnered	fathers	 were	 significantly	 more	 likely	 to	 report	 child	 support	 compliance,	compared	 to	 fathers	who	did	not	 repartner	 (95%	vs.	87%;	p<0.05).	 	 In	 contrast,	mothers	 who	were	 liable	 to	 pay	 child	 support	 and	who	 repartnered	 during	 the	study,	were	significantly	less	likely	to	comply	with	their	child	support	obligations	when	 first	 interviewed	 in	 comparison	 to	 single	 mothers.	 However,	 very	 few	women	in	the	study	were	classified	as	child	support	payers.	Therefore	this	finding	is	based	on	a	small	sample	(n=55)	and	should	be	interpreted	cautiously.		
These	 differences	 highlight	 the	 potential	 association	 between	 individual	characteristics	and	both	repartnering	and	parental	involvement.	 	The	variation	in	child	 support	 compliance	 between	 repartnered	 and	 single	 parents	might	 reflect	differences	 in	 the	 available	 socio-economic	 resources	 that	 influence	 both	 the	likelihood	 of	 repartnering	 and	 payment	 of	 child	 support.	 The	 fixed	 effects	statistical	analyses	used	in	this	study	control	for	the	potential	influence	of	inherent	parent	 characteristics	 on	 repartnering	 outcomes	 by	 examining	 within	 parent	change	of	repartnered	parents:	that	is,	the	models	compare	parental	involvement	in	the	period	before	parents	repartner	with	the	period	after	they	repartnered.		
The	final	panel	of	Table	8.5	illustrates	the	types	of	informal	support	provided	or	received	for	children	by	parents.	 	For	the	majority,	 informal	support	consisted	of	 largely	 subsidiary	 items	 such	 as	 computers,	 phones,	 sporting	 equipment,	 or	holidays.			
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8.5	Parental	Involvement	
8.5.1	Bivariate	Relationship	Between	Repartnering	and	Parental	Involvement	
In	 this	 section,	 the	 potential	 repartnering	 effects	 are	 investigated	 by	 examining	longitudinal	patterns	of	parental	 involvement	 for	 the	 three	contrasting	groups	of	male	 and	 female	 respondents:	 (a)	 the	 continuously	 single	 group;	 (b)	 the	repartnered	T0–T1	group;	and	(c)	the	repartnered	T1–T2	group.		
Figures	 8.2	 to	 8.6	 show	 the	 percentage	 of	mothers	 (red	 lines)	 and	 fathers	(black	 lines)	 who	 report:	 (a)	 spending	 time	 with	 their	 child	 at	 least	 once	 per	fortnight	 that	 includes	 overnight	 residency;	 (b)	 child	 support	 compliance	 as	reported	 by	 payee	 mothers/payer	 fathers;	 (c)	 child	 support	 compliance	 as	reported	by	payer	mothers/payee	fathers;	(d)	informal	support	provided	by	payer	father/received	 by	 payee	 mother;	 and	 (e)	 informal	 child	 provided	 by	 payer	mother/received	by	payee	father.	
8.5.1.1	Regular,	Overnight	Care	As	 shown	 in	 Figure	 8.2,	mothers	who	were	 single	 for	 the	 entire	 duration	 of	 the	study	were	 the	most	 likely	 of	 all	 participants	 to	 have	 regular,	 overnight	 care	 of	their	 child.	 	 At	 the	 second	 interview	 (Time	 1),	 98%	 of	 single	 mothers	 reported	having	regular,	overnight	care	of	their	child	compared	with	90%	of	mothers	who	repartnered	between	T0	and	T1,	and	83%	of	mothers	who	repartnered	between	T1	and	T2	(p<0.05).		Single	mothers	were	also	significantly	more	likely	than	single	fathers	to	have	regular,	overnight	care	of	children	at	each	stage	of	the	survey	(Time	0:	97%	vs.	73%,	p<0.001;	Time	1:	98%	vs.	64%,	p<0.001;	Time	2:	97%	vs.	63%,	
p<0.001).		
Figure	 8.2	 shows	 that	 for	 both	 single	 and	 repartnered	 fathers,	 rates	 of	regular,	 overnight	 care	 declined	 over	 the	 course	 of	 the	 study.	 Although	 these	
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differences	 were	 not	 significant	 (see	 Appendix	 Tables	 A8.6a	 and	 A8.6b),	 they	illustrate	a	trend	in	diminishing	paternal	involvement	post-separation	over	time.		
8.5.1.2	Child	Support	Compliance	Figure	 8.3	 shows	 the	 child	 support	 compliance	 patterns	 as	 reported	 by	 payer	fathers	(fathers	liable	to	pay	child	support)	and	payee	mothers	(mothers	liable	to	receive	 child	 support).	 	 There	 were	 no	 significant	 differences	 in	 child	 support	compliance	between	the	three	relationships	status	groups	for	either	payer	fathers	or	 payee	 mothers.	 	 For	 example,	 fathers’	 reports	 of	 child	 support	 compliance	ranged	from	87%	to	96%	for	each	relationship	status	group.	 	Though	lower	than	payer	 father	 reports,	 payee	mothers’	 reports	 of	 compliance	 ranged	 from	46%	 to	75%	across	the	course	of	the	study	and	these	differences	were	not	significant.			
A	 distinct	 disparity	 between	 payee	 mothers’	 and	 payer	 fathers’	 reports	 of	child	 support	 compliance	 across	 each	 of	 the	 groups	 is	 evident.	 	 Overall,	 more	fathers	reported	paying	child	support	in	full	and	on	time	than	mothers	described	receiving	child	support	that	was	compliant	to	agreements.		At	final	interview	(Time	2),	 63%	of	 single	 payee	mothers	 reported	 receiving	 child	 support	 in	 full	 and	 on	time	 compared	 to	 90%	 of	 payer	 single	 fathers	 (p<0.001).	 These	 differences	between	 payee	 mothers	 and	 payer	 fathers	 were	 significant	 for	 each	 group	 of	parents	(continuously	single,	repartner	T0–T1,	repartner	T1–T2)	at	each	interview	(see	Appendix	Table	A8.7a	and	8.7b).			
Figure	8.4	 also	examines	 child	 support	 compliance	but	 this	 time	 shows	 the	compliance	patterns	as	reported	by	the	small	group	of	mothers	liable	to	pay	child	support	 and	 fathers	 liable	 to	 receive	 child	 support.	 At	 the	 first	 interview	 payer	mothers	who	repartnered	between	Time	0	and	Time	1	were	 less	 likely	 to	report	child	support	compliance.	At	the	second	interview,	payee	fathers	who	repartnered	
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between	Time	0	and	Time	1	were	 less	 likely	 to	 report	 receiving	child	support	 in	full	 and	 on	 time.	 There	 were	 no	 other	 differences	 in	 child	 support	 compliance	between	the	 three	relationships	status	groups	 for	either	payer	mothers	or	payee	fathers.			
Mothers	were	more	likely	to	report	paying	child	support	in	full	and	on	time	whereas	fathers	were	less	likely	to	indicate	they	received	child	support	payments	in	full	and	on	time.		The	payer/payee	differences	between	reports	of	child	support	compliance	were	significant	at	each	survey	for	single	mothers	and	fathers	(Time	0:	99%	 vs.	 47%,	 p<0.001;	 Time	 1:	 85%	 vs.	 47%,	 p<0.001;	 Time	 2:	 87%	 vs.	 45%,	
p<0.001)	 (see	 Appendix	 Table	 A8.8a	 and	 8.8b).	 	 For	 repartnered	 parents,	 the	gender	difference	was	only	significant	at	the	second	survey	(Time	1).			
As	mentioned	previously,	very	few	women	indicated	that	they	were	liable	to	pay	 child	 support	 and	 few	men	 indicated	 that	 they	 were	 liable	 to	 receive	 child	support.	 	 Although	 the	 results	 should	 be	 interpreted	 cautiously	 due	 to	 the	 small	sample	 size	 for	 these	 categories,	 the	 analysis	 does	 illustrate	 broad	 patterns	 of	payee/payer	 disparity	 in	 reporting	 child	 support	 compliance	 similar	 to	 that	observed	for	payee	mothers	and	payer	fathers	(see	Figure	8.3).	These	data	suggest	that	it	is	not	so	much	gender	that	drives	differential	reporting	but	rather	whether	children	 are	 in	 the	 respondents’	 care	 (see	 Smyth	 &	Weston,	 2004	 for	 a	 similar	finding	with	respect	to	attitudes	to	equal-time	parenting).	
8.5.1.3	Informal	Child	Support	The	next	sets	of	figures	examine	the	provision	of	informal	child	support	(e.g.,	school	 fees,	 computer	 equipment,	 payment	 of	 household	 expenses)	 that	may	 be	provided	 for	 the	child	 in	addition	 to	 formal	 child	 support	agreements.	 	 In	Figure	8.5,	reports	by	payee	mothers	and	payer	fathers	are	shown.		Very	few	differences		
	176	
	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A8.6ab	for	more	detail).	
Figure	8.2.	Parenting	time	by	interview	time	and	gender,	2008–2011.			
	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A8.7ab	for	more	detail).	
Figure	8.3.	Child	support	compliance	by	child	support	status	(payee	mother/payer	
father),	interview	time	and	gender,	2008–2011.		
	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A8.8ab	for	more	detail).	
Figure	8.4.	Child	support	compliance	by	child	support	status	(payer	mother/payee	
father),	interview	time	and	gender,	2008–2011.		
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	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A8.9ab	for	more	detail).	
Figure	 8.5	 Informal	 child	 support	 by	 child	 support	 status	 (payee	 mother/payer	
father),	interview	time	and	gender,	2008–2011.			
	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A10.5ab	for	more	detail).	
Figure	 8.6.	 Informal	 child	 support	 by	 child	 support	 status	 (payer	 mother/payee	
father),	interview	time	and	gender,	2008–2011.		
 between	 repartnered	 and	 single	 parents	 were	 evident	 for	 either	 fathers	 or	mothers.	 	This	suggests	that	at	each	survey,	repartnered	fathers	were	as	likely	as	single	fathers	to	provide	informal	support,	and	similarly	that	repartnered	mothers	were	 as	 likely	 as	 single	 mothers	 to	 receive	 informal	 child	 support.	 There	 were	however,	 distinct	 payee/payer	 differences	 between	 reports	 of	 informal	 child	support	provision.	Payee	mothers	were	 less	 likely	 than	payer	 fathers	 to	 indicate	that	informal	support	was	provided	for	their	child.		This	difference	was	significant	
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for	each	relationship	status	group	at	each	interview	except	for	the	repartnered	T1–T2	group	at	the	Time	2	interview	(see	Appendix	Table	A8.9b).			
Figure	 8.6	 shows	 payer	 mothers	 were	 more	 likely	 to	 report	 providing	additional	resources	for	their	child	than	payee	fathers	report	receiving.		However,	these	differences	were	only	 significant	 across	 all	 three	 groups	 at	 the	 time	of	 the	second	 survey	 (Time	1;	 see	Appendix	Table	A8.10b).	 	Over	 time,	payer	mothers’	reports	of	providing	informal	support	increased	and	this	trend	was	significant	for	both	 single	mothers	 and	mothers	who	 repartnered	 between	Time	0	 and	Time	1	(see	Appendix	Table	A8.10a).	Once	again,	as	the	sample	of	participants	in	the	payer	mother/payee	 father	 category	 was	 small,	 these	 results	 should	 be	 interpreted	cautiously.		
8.5.2	Multivariate	Analysis:	Is	Repartnering	Associated	with	Paternal	
Involvement?	The	 results	 from	 the	 fixed	 effect	 models	 examining	 the	 association	 between	repartnering	 and	 parental	 involvement	 are	 shown	 in	 Table	 8.6	 for	mothers	 and	Table	 8.7	 for	 fathers.	 The	 parental	 involvement	 measures	 include:	 (a)	 regular,	overnight	 care	by	 fathers;21	(b)	 child	 support	 compliance	by	payer	 fathers;22	and	(c)	informal	child	support	by	payer	fathers.23		
																																																								21	The	fixed	effects	regression	analyses	of	regular,	overnight	care	of	children	by	mothers	was	invalid	largely	as	a	result	of	invariance	in	the	parenting	time	construct	for	women.		As	indicated	by	the	bivariate	analyses	presented	previously,	only	a	few	female	participants	did	not	have	regular,	overnight	care	of	their	child	(see	Table	8.5).	22	The	fixed	effect	regression	models	were	invalid	for	female	payers	or	male	payees,	producing	high	coefficients	and	standard	errors.		Overall,	the	validity	of	the	models	examining	the	effect	of	repartnering	on	child	support	compliance	for	female	payers	and	male	payees	were	compromised	due	to	the	low	number	of	female	payers	and	male	payees	in	the	sample	(see	Table	8.5).	23	The	informal	child	support	item	was	only	applicable	for	parents	who	were	obligated	to	contribute	formal	child	support.		As	seen	in	in	Table	8.5,	the	majority	of	child	support	payers	were	fathers.		Therefore	the	validity	of	the	models	examining	the	provision	of	informal	child	support	by	payer	mothers	were	compromised	due	to	the	low	sample	size	for	payer	mothers.	
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Separated	Mothers	Table	8.6	presents	the	fixed	effects	logistic	regression	models	for	maternal	reports	of	paternal	 involvement.	 	The	models	 suggest	 that	 according	 to	mothers,	 regular	overnight	care	of	children	by	their	fathers	declines	following	maternal	or	paternal	repartnering.	However,	this	result	was	not	significant.		The	only	significant	finding	for	regular	overnight	care	was	related	to	distance	between	parent’s	homes.		When	parents	 live	 within	 30	 kilometres	 of	 each	 other,	 mothers	 were	 1.8	 times	 more	likely	to	report	the	focus	child	regularly	resided	overnight	with	their	father.			
The	fixed	effects	logistic	regression	models	predicting	how	likely	a	father	was	to	 pay	 child	 support	 on	 time	 and	 in	 full	 if	 liable	 show	 that	 no	 relationship	was	evident	 between	 parental	 repartnering	 and	 mothers’	 reports	 of	 child	 support	compliance.	 	 With	 regard	 to	 the	 provision	 of	 informal	 support,	 the	 first	 model,	which	 includes	 only	 the	 repartnering	 variables,	 suggests	 that	 mothers’	 new	relationships	 were	 positively	 associated	 with	 the	 provision	 of	 informal	 child	support	 by	 former	 partners	 (who	 were	 liable	 to	 provide	 formal	 child	 support).		Mothers	who	repartnered	were	76%	as	likely	to	indicate	their	former	partner	had	provided	informal	support.		However,	when	the	covariates	were	included	in	Model	2,	 the	 positive	 association	 between	 maternal	 repartnering	 and	 informal	 child	support	 weakens.	 The	 estimates	 in	 Model	 2	 show	 that	 mothers	 who	 owned	 or	were	 purchasing	 their	 home	were	more	 likely	 to	 report	 receiving	 informal	 child	support	 from	 their	 former	 partner	 than	mothers	 who	 did	 not	 live	 in	 their	 own	home.		
Separated	Fathers	According	 to	 fathers’	 reports	 (Table	 8.7),	 new	 paternal	 unions	 were	 associated	with	 the	decreased	 likelihood	of	having	 their	child	 reside	overnight	at	 least	once	
	180	
per	 fortnight.	 	When	 the	 time-varying	 covariates	 were	 included	 in	Model	 2,	 the	significant	negative	effect	of	paternal	repartnering	on	the	probability	that	fathers	will	 participate	 in	 regular	 overnight	 care	 of	 their	 child	 persisted.	 	 The	 results	suggest	that	the	odds	of	having	regular	overnight	care	of	their	child	is	69%	lower	when	fathers	had	repartnered	compared	to	when	fathers	were	single.			
Distance	 between	 parental	 homes	 was	 also	 a	 significant	 determinant	 of	regular,	overnight	care	for	non-primary	care	fathers.		Fathers	who	lived	within	30	kilometres	of	their	child’s	other	parent	were	more	likely	to	spend	time	with	their	child	that	included	overnight	stays	on	a	regular	basis	than	fathers	who	lived	more	than	30	kilometres	 from	 their	 child’s	other	parent.	This	positive	association	was	significant	 according	 to	 both	 mothers	 and	 fathers,	 suggesting	 that	 decisions	concerning	 residential	 arrangements	 may	 be	 critical	 to	 whether	 children	 spend	time	with	their	fathers	following	separation.			
The	 fixed	 effects	 logistic	 regression	 models	 of	 paternal	 reports	 predicting	how	likely	a	 father	was	to	pay	child	support	on	time	and	 in	 full	 if	 liable	show	no	relationship	 between	 parental	 repartnering	 and	 child	 support	 compliance.	 	 The	only	significant	association	found	was	for	fathers	who	owned	or	were	purchasing	their	home,	with	Model	2	indicating	these	fathers	were	less	likely	than	fathers	who	did	 not	 live	 in	 their	 own	 home	 (e.g.,	 renting)	 to	 be	 compliant	with	 their	 formal	child	support	payments.	
With	 regard	 to	 informal	 support,	 separated	 fathers’	 new	 unions	 were	positively	associated	with	the	provision	of	informal	support	in	Model	1.		However,	this	 positive	 association	 did	 not	 persist	 with	 the	 inclusion	 of	 the	 time-varying	covariates	in	Model	2.		Model	2	suggests	earnings	are	important,	father’s	with		
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higher	annual	personal	income	are	more	likely	to	provide	informal	support	for	the	focus	child.			
In	 summary,	 the	 models	 suggest	 that	 neither	 maternal	 nor	 paternal	repartnering	is	associated	with	mothers’	reports	of	paternal	involvement	once	all	structural	factors	were	taken	into	account.		In	contrast,	the	odds	fathers	will	report	having	regular	overnight	care	of	 the	 focus	child	declined	 if	paternal	repartnering	had	occurred.		The	results	suggest	that	the	odds	of	having	regular	overnight	care	of	their	child	is	69%	lower	when	fathers	had	repartnered	compared	to	when	fathers	were	 single.	 Like	 mothers,	 with	 the	 inclusion	 of	 all	 individual,	 family	 and	household	 variables	 fathers	 did	 not	 report	 any	 significant	 association	 between	repartnering	and	child	support	compliance	or	the	provision	of	informal	support.		
8.6	Summary	Four	key	findings	emerged	from	the	analysis	examining	repartnering	and	parental	involvement.		First,	according	to	fathers,	new	cohabiting	paternal	relationships	had	a	relatively	immediate,	negative	impact	on	fathers’	regular,	overnight	care	of	their	children.	 Although	 not	 significant,	 the	 negative	 direction	 of	 mothers’	 reports	 of	paternal	involvement	following	repartnering	supports	these	findings.	The	negative	association	between	paternal	repartnering	and	regular,	overnight	care	of	children	by	 fathers	 is	 consistent	 with	 prior	 studies	 that	 report	 fathers	 new	 unions	 were	associated	with	declines	in	father	involvement	(Carlson,	et	al.,	2008;	Flouri,	2006;	Manning	&	Smock,	1999;	Seltzer,	1991;	Stephens,	1996;	Stewart,	1999).		
Second,	 maternal	 repartnering	 appears	 to	 have	 minimal	 influence	 on	 the	involvement	of	fathers	in	regular,	overnight	care	of	children.	Neither	maternal	nor	paternal	 reports	 indicated	 that	 new	 partners	 in	 the	 lives	 of	 mothers	 influenced	paternal	involvement.	This	finding	is	supported	by	previous	repartnering	research	
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that	found	no	association	between	paternal	involvement	and	the	establishment	of	new	 maternal	 cohabiting	 relationships	 (Cheadle,	 et	 al.,	 2010;	 Flouri,	 2006;	Garasky,	et	al.,	2010;	Manning	&	Smock,	1999;	Peters,	et	al.,	2004;	Stephens,	1996).	
However,	results	from	the	present	study	contrast	with	repartnering	research	that	 report	 no	 significant	 relationship	 between	 paternal	 repartnering	 and	visitation	(Manning,	et	al.,	2003;	Tach,	et	al.,	2010)	and	declines	in	the	frequency	of	contact	 between	 children	 and	 their	 fathers	 following	 maternal	 repartnering	(Amato,	et	al.,	2009;	Berger,	et	al.,	2012;	Carlson,	et	al.,	2008;	Guzzo,	2009;	Juby,	et	al.,	2007;	Seltzer,	1991;	Tach,	et	al.,	2010).	This	discrepancy	is	likely	a	consequence	of	 different	 conceptual	 approaches	 to	 measuring	 ‘parenting	 time’,	 as	 well	 as	variations	in	sampling	and	analytical	approaches.		
As	might	be	expected,	when	parents	live	within	30	kilometres	of	each	other,	children	 were	 more	 likely	 to	 routinely	 reside	 overnight	 with	 their	 father.	 This	positive	 association	 was	 significant	 according	 to	 both	 mothers’	 and	 fathers’	reports,	 suggesting	 that	 shared	 parental	 decision–making	 about	 residential	arrangements	 may	 be	 critical	 to	 whether	 children	 spend	 meaningful	 time	 with	their	fathers	following	separation.		
Third,	 there	 was	 no	 evidence	 to	 suggest	 that	 parental	 repartnering	 was	related	to	the	provision	of	informal	support	or	child	support	compliance.	While	the	repartnering–informal	 child	 support	 relation	has	not	been	extensively	examined,	the	 finding	 that	 maternal	 repartnering	 is	 not	 associated	 with	 the	 provision	 of	informal	 support	 by	 fathers	 is	 consistent	 with	 recent	 U.S.	 research	 that	 found	neither	 formal	 (Garasky,	et	al.,	2010;	Seltzer,	1991)	nor	 informal	 (Garasky,	et	al.,	2010;	 Meyer	 &	 Cancian,	 2012)	 child	 support	 was	 impacted	 by	 maternal	repartnering.		In	terms	of	paternal	repartnering,	Meyer	and	Cancian	(2012)	found	
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that	 fathers	 living	 with	 new	 partners	 had	 reduced	 odds	 of	 providing	 informal	support.		
The	results	 from	the	present	study	also	 found	no	association	between	child	support	 compliance	 and	 repartnering.	 This	 contrasts	 with	 prior	 research	 that	report	fathers	were	more	likely	to	pay	child	support	when	obligated	to	do	so	after	forming	 new	 relationships	 likely	 as	 a	 consequence	 of	 improved	 household	economies	(Garasky,	et	al.,	2010;	Manning,	et	al.,	2003).		
This	 study	 found	 fathers	 who	 own	 or	 were	 purchasing	 their	 home	 were	significantly	less	likely	to	pay	child	support	in	full	and	on	time.	This	suggests	that	competing	economic	obligations	may	influence	child	support	compliance.		
Finally,	 bivariate	 analyses	 of	 the	 longitudinal	 patterns	 of	 parental	involvement	 indicated	 child	 support	 payers	 typically	 reported	 higher	 rates	 of	compliance	with	child	support	agreements	and	the	provision	of	 informal	support	than	payees.	These	patterns	were	evident	regardless	of	whether	the	payer/payee	parent	was	male	 or	 female.	Differential	 reporting	by	payer	 and	payee	 remains	 a	common	 feature	 of	 work	 in	 this	 area	 (see	 Smyth	 et	 al.,	 2014).	 The	 apparent	incongruence	 in	 reports	between	 the	payee	parent	 (usually	 the	mother)	 and	 the	payer	 parent	 (usually	 the	 father)	 across	 all	 outcomes	 (i.e.	 Figures	 8.2	 –	 8.6)	 are	consistent	 with	 this	 well	 documented	 reporting	 pattern	 and	 points	 to	 the	importance	 of	 obtaining	 a	 range	 of	 perspectives	 when	 drawing	 on	 subjective	measures	of	post	separation	parenting.	
In	 summary,	 paternal	 repartnering	 was	 negatively	 associated	 with	 regular	overnight	care	of	the	focal	child	by	fathers.	Fathers	were	significantly	less	likely	to	have	overnight	care	after	the	establishment	of	new	relationships	than	when	they	were	 single.	 	 Maternal	 repartnering	 did	 not	 predict	 parental	 involvement	 by	
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fathers	across	any	of	 the	 three	dimensions:	 regular	overnight	care,	 child	support	compliance,	 and	provision	 of	 informal	 child	 support.	 	 Similarly,	 this	 study	 found	little	evidence	of	a	relationship	between	paternal	 repartnering	and	child	support	compliance	 or	 informal	 child	 support.	 	 Further	 discussion	 of	 the	 implication	 of	these	findings	and	limitations	of	the	study	are	presented	in	the	final	chapter	of	this	thesis.		
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9.  Results – Part III: 
Repartnering and Family 
Dynamics 	
This	 chapter	 investigates	 whether	 there	 is	 an	 association	 between	 repartnering	and	 family	 dynamics.	 	 It	 is	well	 documented	 that	 the	 quality	 or	 dynamics	 of	 the	parent–child	 and	 co-parent	 relationship	 are	 important	 elements	 of	 family	adjustment	across	the	life	span.	The	presence	of	new	cohabiting	partners	can	place	considerable	stress	on	the	parent–child	and	co-parent	relationship	(see	Chapter	4).			
The	present	study	builds	on	prior	work	by	estimating	associations	between	repartnering	 and	 family	 dynamics	 for	 a	more	 expansive	 set	 of	 patterns	 of	 post-separation	parenting	 than	previously	 explored,	 including	 shared-time	 and	 father	primary	care	arrangements.	I	use	outcome	measures	of	parent–child	relationships,	co-parental	relationships,	co-parental	conflict,	and	co-parental	communication.		
9.1	Analytic	Approach		In	 this	 chapter	 the	 association	 between	 repartnering	 and	 family	 dynamics	 is	examined	using	the	same	analytic	strategy	used	in	the	previous	chapter.	However,	the	methodology	diverges	from	that	of	Chapter	8	primarily	in	the	application	of	the	dependent	 or	 outcome	 variables.	 	 The	 outcome	 variables	 representing	 family	dynamics	 include	 indicators	 reflecting	 close	 parent–child	 relationships,	 positive	co-parental	 relationships,	 co-parental	 conflict,	 and	 co-parental	 communication	frequency.		(See	Chapter	6	for	more	detail.)		
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Once	again,	the	analysis	proceeded	in	two	phases.		In	the	first	phase,	a	series	of	 descriptive	 statistics	 for	 each	 of	 the	 family	 dynamic	measures	was	 produced,	and	the	variability	between	parents	who	had	repartnered	during	the	course	of	the	study	and	those	who	remained	single	were	examined	using	t-tests	and	Chi-square	tests.	 	The	second	phase	of	analysis	employed	 fixed	effect	 regression	analyses	 to	determine	whether	maternal,	paternal	repartnering,	or	both,	were	associated	with	participants’	 perception	 of	 their	 relationship	 with	 their	 child,	 and/or	 their	subjective	 evaluation	 of	 the	 co-parental	 dynamics.	 	 Each	 outcome	 variable	 was	modelled	separately.		First,	the	main	effects	of	maternal	and	paternal	repartnering	were	 examined	 (Model	 1).	 	 Time	 varying	 covariates	 were	 included	 in	 Model	 2.		Two-way	interactions	were	added	in	Model	3	to	examine	the	interaction	between	maternal	or	paternal	 relationship	 status	 and	 family	 structure	 (non-primary	 care,	shared-time	 care,	 primary	 care).	 	 These	 interactions	 explore	 the	 extent	 to	which	the	effect	of	repartnering	is	associated	with	the	degree	of	parental	responsibility.		As	 noted	 in	 the	 introductory	 chapters	 most	 studies	 examine	 repartnering	outcomes	largely	in	the	context	of	families	in	which	children	reside	most	or	all	of	the	 time	 with	 mothers.	 By	 including	 the	 interaction	 terms	 the	 impact	 of	repartnering	 on	 family	 dynamics	 can	 be	 differentiated	 across	 a	 range	 of	 family	structures	 including	 those	 with	 shared	 care	 and	 paternal	 primary	 care	arrangements.	 These	 interactions	 test	 whether	 the	 effects	 of	 repartnering	 on	family	dynamics	were	sensitive	to	the	parenting	responsibilities	of	the	participant.	The	 findings	 inform	 the	 third	 research	 question	 namely	 ‘Is	 the	 effect	 of	 the	parental	 repartnering	 transition	 on	 family	 dynamics	 contingent	 on	 parenting	arrangements?’.	The	reference	used	for	the	family	structure	category	was	primary	care	(child	resides	more	than	65%	of	nights	with	participant).		
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9.2	Descriptive	Analysis		Table	9.1	shows	the	descriptive	statistics	at	the	time	of	first	interview	(Time	0)	of	the	 dependent	 family	 dynamic	 outcome	 variables	 by	 subsequent	 relationship	status.	 	 Only	 one	 significant	 difference	 was	 found	 between	 parents	 who	 had	repartnered	 and	 those	who	 had	 not.	 	 Fathers	who	 repartnered	 during	 the	 Child	Support	Reform	Study	were	 significantly	more	 likely	 to	 indicate	 they	had	 a	 very	close	relationship	with	their	child	prior	to	entering	new	unions	than	fathers	who	remained	single	 (84%	vs.	72%;	p<0.05).	 	The	majority	of	mothers	 indicated	 they	had	 a	 very	 close	 relationship	 with	 their	 child	 irrespective	 of	 their	 relationship	status.	 	 No	 significant	 differences	 were	 found	 between	 repartnered	 and	 single	parents	regarding	co-parent	co-operation,	conflict	and	communication.		
	
Table	 9.1.	 Family	 dynamic	 characteristics	 at	 time	 of	 first	 interview	 of	
participants	who	ever	repartnered	during	the	CSRS	and	those	who	remained	
single,	2008	
	 Mothers	(N=1460)	 	 Fathers	(N=1054	
	
Single	
(n=1199)	
Repart	
(n=261)	
	 Single	
(n=790)	
Repart	
(n=264)	
Variables	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
	 n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
Parent–Child	Relationship	Does	the	parent	currently	have	a	close	relationship	with	the	focus	child?	
No	 49	 7	 10	 7	 	 127	 28	 39	 16	
Yes	 1040	 93	 231	 93	 	 646	 72	 223	 84*	
Co-parent	Relationship	Is	the	co-parental	relationship	positive?	
No	 710	 55	 154	 55	 	 397	 51	 135	 41	
Yes	 484	 45	 107	 45	 	 384	 49	 127	 59	Does	the	parent	communicate	with	child's	other	parent	regularly	(more	than	once	per	fortnight)?	
No	 484	 47	 96	 43	 	 250	 34	 66	 27	
Yes	 652	 53	 154	 57	 	 503	 66	 189	 73	Is	there	a	moderate	to	high	level	of	conflict	associated	with	the	co-parental	relationship?	
No	 497	 48	 102	 47	 	 406	 51	 132	 57	
Yes	 652	 52	 149	 53	 	 353	 49	 127	 43	Notes:	*	p<0.05;	**	p<0.01;		***	p<0.001	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.		
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9.3	Parent–Child	Relationship	
9.3.1	Bivariate	Relationship	Between	Repartnering	and	Parent-child	Relationships	
The	 relationship	 between	 repartnering	 and	 parent–child	 relationships	 was	investigated	by	examining	change	for	three	contrasting	groups	of	male	and	female	respondents:	(a)	the	continuously	single	group;	(b)	the	repartnered	T0–T1	group;	and	(c)	the	repartnered	T1–T2	group.			
Figure	 9.1	 shows	 the	 percentage	 of	mothers	 (red	 lines)	 and	 fathers	 (black	lines)	 that	perceived	 the	relationship	with	 their	child	 to	be	 ‘close’	or	 ‘very	close’.	Whilst	 no	 significant	 differences	 were	 found	 Figure	 9.1	 illustrates	 a	 number	 of	trends.	For	mothers	who	repartnered	between	Time	0	and	Time	1	their	perception	of	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 relationship	 with	 their	 child	 improved	 over	 time.	 	 This	contrasts	with	mothers	who	 repartnered	 later	 in	 the	 study	who	 show	 an	 initial	decline	in	relationship	quality	before	returning	to	levels	similar	to	those	reported		
prior	 to	 repartnering.	 At	 third	 interview,	 a	 large	 proportion	 of	 both	 single	 and	repartnered	mothers	reported	feeling	close	or	very	close	to	their	child.			
A	 somewhat	 different	 pattern	 emerged	 for	 fathers.	 Although	 fathers	 who	repartnered	 reported	 higher	 initial	 levels	 of	 closeness	 prior	 to	 repartnering	compared	 to	 single	 fathers,	over	 time	 the	 relationship	quality	of	 the	 father–child	bond	appeared	to	decline.	 	By	the	third	interview,	repartnered	and	single	fathers	reported	 similar	 levels	 of	 closeness	 with	 their	 child.	 Although	 not	 statistically	significant,	 the	 longitudinal	 analyses	 comparing	 parents	 who	 did	 and	 did	 not	repartner	indicate	that	fathers’	new	unions	may	result	in	a	decline	in	the	closeness	of	 parent–child	 relationships.	 By	 contrast,	 mothers	 maintained	 relatively	 high	levels	of	closeness	irrespective	of	their	relationship	status.		
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Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study	(see	Appendix	Table	A9.1a	and	A9.1b	for	more	detail).	
Figure	9.1.	Perceived	close	parent–child	relationship	by	 interview	time	and	
gender,	2008-2011.			 Over	 time,	 fathers	 were	 less	 likely	 than	mothers	 to	 report	 feeling	 close	 to	their	child.		Figure	9.1	indicates	that	mothers	who	remained	single	throughout	the	study	were	more	likely	to	perceive	the	relationship	with	their	child	as	close	or	very	close	 than	 single	 fathers	 (97%	vs.	 81%;	p<0.001)	 at	 initial	 interview.	 This	 trend	was	evident	at	both	the	second	(99%	vs.	79%,	p<0.001)	and	third	interview	(98%	vs.	 84%;	 p<0.001).	 	 Gender	 differences	 in	 parent–child	 relationships	 were	 also	evident	 at	 the	 final	 interview	 (2011)	 for	 repartnered	 parents.	 For	 parents	 who	repartnered	between	T0	 and	T1,	 fathers	were	 less	 likely	 than	mothers	 (81%	vs.	99%,	 p<0.001)	 to	 report	 a	 close	 relationship,	 and	 fathers	 who	 repartnered	between	T1	and	T2	again	were	 less	 likely	 than	mothers	who	formed	new	unions	within	 the	 same	 period	 (85%	 vs.	 100%,	 p<0.01)	 to	 report	 close	 parent–child	relationships.	
Although	 these	 descriptive	 statistics	 illustrate	 possible	 trends	 associated	with	repartnering	and	family	dynamics,	their	interpretation	should	be	undertaken	cautiously.	 Unobserved	 characteristics	 associated	 with	 repartnering	 and	 family	dynamics	may	bias	the	results.	It	is	also	possible	that	parents	who	repartner	may	
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have	 ended	 their	 relationship	 with	 their	 child’s	 other	 parent	 earlier	 than	 those	who	 do	 not	 repartner.	 	 The	 effect	 of	 declines	 in	 parent–child	 and	 co-parental	relationships	may	therefore	simply	be	a	consequence	of	the	time	since	separation	rather	 than	 repartnering	 per	 se.	 In	 addition,	 repartnering	may	 be	 influenced	 by	initial	 low	 levels	 of	 relationship	 quality,	 parents	 who	 do	 not	 maintain	 positive	relationships	with	 their	 children	 or	 former	 partner	 following	 separation	may	 be	more	likely	to	repartner	than	those	who	have	co-operative	and	close	relationships	(Tach	et	al.,	2010).		The	fixed	effect	longitudinal	framework	shown	next	addresses	these	 possibilities	 because	 this	 analytical	 approach	 takes	 into	 account	 the	observed	and	unobserved	stable	(time	invariant)	differences	between	parents.	
9.3.2	 Multivariate	 Analysis:	 Is	 Repartnering	 Associated	 with	 the	 Parent–Child	
Relationship?	
Mother–Child	Relationship	Table	9.2	presents	the	fixed	effects	logistic	regression	models	predicting	whether	a	mother	was	 likely	 to	have	a	 close	 relationship	with	 the	 focal	 child.	As	noted,	 the	fixed	effects	models	rely	on	changes	within	parents	over	time	to	identify	the	effects	of	 repartnering	 and	 therefore	 control	 for	 unobserved	 heterogeneity	 between	mothers	 who	 repartner	 and	 those	 who	 do	 not.	 	 In	 Model	 1,	 the	 indicators	 for	whether	either	parent	had	a	new	partner	at	the	time	of	 interview	were	included.	Mothers’	 new	 unions	 were	 strongly	 associated	 with	 the	 decreased	 likelihood	 of	perceiving	 the	 relationship	 with	 their	 child	 as	 being	 close,	 while	 fathers’	subsequent	relationships	were	not.	 	Model	2	includes	the	time-varying	covariates	with	 both	 the	 maternal	 and	 paternal	 repartnering	 indicators.	 	 The	 association	between	maternal	repartnering	and	a	lower	probability	that	mothers	will	perceive	the	relationship	with	their	child	as	close	persists	after	 including	the	time	varying	
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characteristics.	 	 Mothers	who	 repartner	were	 85%	 less	 likely	 to	 report	 that	 the	relationship	with	their	child	is	close	or	very	close.		
Employment	increased	the	odds	of	perceiving	the	mother–child	relationship	as	 close	by	almost	 five	 times.	 	The	mother–child	 relationship	 is	also	 significantly	more	 likely	 to	be	 close	when	mothers	 live	within	30	kilometres	 from	 the	 child’s	other	parent.		The	estimates	for	whether	the	mother	was	a	primary,	non-primary,	or	shared-time	care	parent	show	that	mothers	whose	child	resides	with	them	for	less	than	35%	of	nights	(non-primary	care	mothers)	were	significantly	less	likely	than	 sole	or	primary	 care	mothers	 to	describe	 their	parent–child	 relationship	as	close.		Shared-time	mothers	were	as	likely	as	primary	care	mothers	to	perceive	the	mother–child	relationship	as	close.			
Model	3	adds	the	 interactions	between	maternal	and	paternal	repartnering,	and	the	type	of	parenting	arrangements	in	place	for	the	focal	child.		The	interaction	term	assesses	whether	the	effect	of	parental	repartnering	on	the	odds	of	having	a	close	 mother–child	 relationship	 differs	 between	 primary,	 non-primary,	 and	shared-time	 care	 mothers.	 Neither	 maternal	 nor	 paternal	 repartnering	interactions	 were	 significant,	 indicating	 that	 the	 likelihood	 of	 having	 a	 close	mother–child	 relationship	 following	parental	 repartnering	 is	 not	 associated	with	the	 level	of	parental	responsibility.	With	the	addition	of	 the	 interaction	 term,	 the	main	 effect	 of	maternal	 repartnering	 refers	 to	 primary	 care	mothers	 and	 is	 not	significant.	 This	model	 should	 be	 interpreted	 cautiously	 because	 the	 analyses	 of	non-primary	 mothers	 and	 primary	 care	 fathers	 produced	 high	 coefficients	 and	standard	 errors	 largely	 due	 to	 the	 restricted	 number	 of	 participants	 in	 these	categories.		
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Overall,	the	results	of	the	mother–child	relationship	models	suggest	that:	(a)	the	odds	for	all	mothers	of	describing	the	relationship	with	their	child	as	close	or	very	close	is	lower	for	those	who	have	entered	a	new	live	in	partner	relationship	than	those	who	remain	single;	(b)	the	likelihood	of	mothers	having	a	close	parent–child	 relationship	 is	 not	 associated	with	 fathers	 subsequent	new	unions;	 and	 (c)	the	 effect	 of	 repartnering	 on	 the	 likelihood	 of	 having	 a	 close	 mother–child	relationship	 following	maternal	repartnering	does	not	vary	significantly	between	mothers	with	primary	care	of	 their	child,	and	those	with	non-primary	or	shared-time	care	arrangements.		
Father–Child	Relationship	The	 fixed	 effects	 logistic	 regression	 models	 predicting	 whether	 a	 separated	 or	divorced	father	was	likely	to	have	a	close	relationship	with	his	child	are	shown	in	Table	 9.3.	 	 The	 results	 for	Model	 1	 suggest	 that	 fathers’	 subsequent	 new	unions	were	 strongly	 associated	 with	 the	 decreased	 likelihood	 of	 perceiving	 the	relationship	with	 their	 child	 as	 very	 close,	while	mothers’	 new	unions	were	not.		However,	 with	 the	 inclusion	 of	 the	 time-varying	 covariates	 in	 Model	 2,	 the	significant	 effect	 of	 paternal	 repartnering	 and	 its	 association	 with	 a	 lower	probability	that	fathers’	will	perceive	the	relationship	with	their	child	as	close	did	not	persist.			
To	 test	 whether	 the	 effects	 of	 parental	 repartnering	 on	 the	 father–child	relationship	 were	 sensitive	 to	 the	 parenting	 arrangements	 of	 the	 child	 (i.e.	primary,	 non-primary,	 or	 shared-time	 care	 arrangements),	 Model	 3	 adds	 the	interactions	between	maternal	repartnering	and	the	type	of	parenting		
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arrangements	 in	place	 for	 the	 focal	child.24	The	maternal	repartnering	 interaction	was	 not	 significant,	 indicating	 that	 the	 effect	 of	 maternal	 repartnering	 on	 the	likelihood	 of	 having	 a	 close	 father–child	 relationship	 is	 not	 dependent	 on	 the	degree	of	parental	responsibility	assumed	by	fathers.		Overall,	the	results	of	these	models	suggest	that	the	odds	of	fathers	perceiving	the	relationship	with	their	child	as	close	is	not	associated	with	either	maternal	or	paternal	repartnering.			
9.4	Co-parent	Relationship	
9.4.1	Bivariate	Relationship	Between	Repartnering	and	the	Co-parent	Relationship	
In	 this	 section,	 the	 potential	 effect	 of	 repartnering	 is	 investigated	 by	 examining	change	for	the	same	three	contrasting	groups	of	male	and	female	respondents	as	before:	 (a)	 the	 continuously	 single	 group;	 (b)	 the	 repartnered	T0–T1	group;	 and	(c)	the	repartnered	T1–T2	group.		Figures	9.2–9.4	show	the	percentage	of	mothers	(red	lines)	and	fathers	(black	lines)	who:	(a)	described	the	relationship	with	their	former	 partner	 as	 positive;	 (b)	 reported	 moderate	 to	 high	 levels	 of	 co-parental	conflict;	and	(c)	communicate	regularly	with	their	former	partner	about	their	child.	
Nature	of	Co-parent	Relationship	Positive	co-parent	relationship	patterns	for	the	three	groups	were	not	significantly	different,	either	across	time	or	between	fathers	and	mothers	(see	Appendix	Table	A9.2a	and	Appendix	Table	A9.2b).	However,	Figure	9.2	illustrates	a	potential	shift	in	dynamics	between	parents	following	new	partnership	formation.		For	example,	mothers	 who	 repartnered	 showed	 an	 initial	 decline	 in	 describing	 the	 co-parent	relationship	positively	before	returning	to	levels	similar	to	those	reported	prior	to	repartnering,	 with	 a	 more	 considerable	 decrease	 observed	 for	 mothers	 who																																																									24	The	interaction	between	paternal	repartnering	and	parental	responsibility	was	unable	to	be	analysed,	as	there	was	insufficient	participants	and	variance	in	relationship	status	between	fathers	with	different	levels	of	parenting	responsibilities	(i.e.	few	primary	fathers	repartnered).	
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repartner	between	Time	1	and	Time	2.		Fathers	who	repartnered	reported	higher	initial	 levels	 of	 positive	 co-parent	 relationships	 compared	 to	 single	 fathers.	However,	 repartnered	 fathers	 on	 average	 reported	 declines	 in	 the	 quality	 of	 the	relationship	over	the	period	of	study.		For	single	fathers	and	mothers,	the	nature	of	the	co-parent	relationship	remained	relatively	static	across	the	period	of	study.			
Co-parent	Conflict	Figure	 9.3	 shows	 that	 for	 each	 group,	 co-parent	 conflict	 either	 declined	 steadily	over	 time	 or	 declined	 then	 remained	 relatively	 stable.	 	 This	 decline	 was	particularly	evident	and	statistically	 significant	 for	parents	who	remained	single.	Mothers	who	 repartnered	 reported	 significantly	 higher	 levels	 of	 conflict	 at	 final	interview	than	single	mothers.		The	longitudinal	co-parental	conflict	patterns	were	not	 significantly	 different	 between	 fathers	 or	 mothers,	 except	 for	 the	 group	 of	parents	who	repartnered	between	Time	0	and	Time	1	where	mothers	were	more	likely	 than	 fathers	 to	report	moderate	 to	high	conflict	at	 the	 third	 interview	(see	Appendix	Table	A9.3a	and	Appendix	Table	A9.3b).	
Co-parent	Communication		The	most	 salient	 pattern	 for	 all	 groups	 is	 evident	 in	 Figure	 9.4.	 Communication	frequency	between	parents	declined	over	time	irrespective	of	relationship	status.	This	decline	in	communication	frequency	over	time	was	statistically	significant	for	single	mothers,	 single	 fathers,	and	 fathers	who	repartnered	between	Time	0	and	Time	1.	On	average,	mothers	also	appeared	less	likely	to	report	communicating	at	least	 once	 a	 fortnight	 with	 their	 former	 partners	 about	 their	 children	 when	compared	to	fathers.		This	gender	difference	was	significant	for	single	mothers	and	fathers	at	Time	0	(51%	vs.	63%;	p<0.05)	and	Time	1	(41%	vs.	52%;	p<0.05),	and		
		 	 199	
	
9.4.2	Multivariate	Analysis:	Is	Repartnering	Associated	with	the	Co-parent	
Relationship?	
The	 results	 of	 the	 fixed	 effect	 regression	 models	 examining	 the	 association	between	 repartnering	 and	 the	 co-parent	 relationship	 are	 shown	 in	Table	 9.4	 for	repartnered	mothers	and	fathers	at	Time	1	(41%	vs.	68%;	p<0.05)	(see	Appendix	Table	A.9.4a	and	Appendix	Table	A9.4b).mothers,	 and	Table	9.5	 for	 fathers.	 	The	co-parent	 relationship	 measures	 include:	 (i)	 positive	 co-parent	 relationship,	 (ii)	co-parent	 conflict,	 and	 (iii)	 co-parent	 communication.	 	 For	 each	 co-parent	relationship	 variable,	 the	 first	 model	 contains	 the	 indicators	 for	 whether	 either	parent	had	a	new	partner	at	the	time	of	interview	and	as	well	as	the	time-varying	covariates.	The	second	model	adds	the	interactions	between	parental	repartnering	and	 parenting	 category.	 The	 interactions	 are	 included	 to	 ascertain	 whether	 the	effect	 of	 repartnering	 on	 the	 co-parent	 relationship	 is	 different	 for	 parents	with	primary,	shared-time,	or	non-primary	care	of	children.	 	With	 the	 inclusion	of	 the	interactions,	the	main	effect	for	the	repartnering	variables	in	Model	2	now	refer	to	parents	with	primary	care	of	the	focus	child.		The	interaction	effect	of	repartnering	is	 indicative	 of	 how	 the	 effect	 of	 repartnering	 differs	 between	 primary,	 shared-time	and	non-primary	care	parents.25	
Separated	Mothers	The	 first	 set	 of	 columns	 in	Table	 9.4	 present	 the	 fixed	 effects	 logistic	 regression	models	predicting	whether	a	mother	was	 likely	 to	describe	 the	relationship	with	her	 child’s	 other	 parent	 as	 ‘friendly’	 or	 ‘co-operative’;	 the	 second	 set,	 that	 the	relationship	with	her	former	partner	 involves	moderate	to	high	levels	of	conflict;	and	the	third	set	presents	the	odds	ratios	for	regular	co-parental	communication.	
																																																								25	Preliminary	analyses	found	no	change	in	the	associations	between	repartnering	and	the	co-parent	dynamic	outcome	variables	in	the	baseline	models	compared	to	models	where	time	varying	covariates	were	included.	
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	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A9.2ab	for	more	detail).	
Figure	 9.2	 Positive	 co-parent	 relationship	 by	 interview	 time	 and	 gender,	
2008–2011		
	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A9.3ab	for	more	detail).	
Figure	9.3.	High	co-parent	conflict	by	interview	time	and	gender,	2008–2011		
	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A9.4ab	for	more	detail).	
Figure	9.4.	Frequent	co-parent	communication	by	interview	time	and	gender,	
2008–2011		
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	 Examination	of	Table	9.4	indicates	that	paternal	new	unions	were	associated	with	 a	 decline	 in	 mothers’	 perception	 of	 both	 the	 quality	 of	 the	 co-parent	relationship	and	regular	co-parent	communication.	More	specifically,	when	fathers	repartner	mothers	were	64%	less	likely	to	perceive	the	co-parent	relationship	as	friendly	 or	 co-operative,	 and	 were	 79%	 less	 likely	 to	 communicate	 with	 their	former	partner	at	least	once	per	fortnight.			
Maternal	 new	 unions	 were	 also	 associated	 with	 a	 significant	 reduction	 in	regular	 communication	 with	 their	 child’s	 other	 parent,	 as	 well	 as	 a	 significant	decline	in	the	likelihood	of	moderate	to	high	(mother	reported)	co-parent	conflict.	Maternal	 repartnering	 was	 found	 to	 reduce	 the	 odds	 of	 mothers	 reporting	moderate	 to	high	conflict	between	parents	by	57%,	and	 the	 likelihood	of	 regular	communication	by	71%.	
Separated	mothers	with	higher	annual	personal	incomes	were	more	likely	to	describe	 the	 co-parental	 relationship	 as	 positive,	 were	 less	 likely	 to	 report	moderate	 to	 high	 co-parent	 conflict,	 and	 less	 likely	 to	 communicate	with	 former	partners	on	a	regular	basis.		Parents	with	shared-time	care	of	children	were	twice	as	likely	to	communicate	frequently	about	issues	concerning	their	child.		
Model	2	for	each	of	the	outcome	variables	includes	the	interactions	between	the	 repartnering	 and	 parenting	 category	 variables	 and	 examines	 whether	 the	effect	 of	 parental	 repartnering	 on	 the	 likelihood	 of	 having	 a	 co-operative	 or	friendly	 co-parent	 relationship,	 moderate	 to	 high	 conflict,	 and	 regular	communication	differs	between	primary	care,	non-primary	care,	and	shared-time	care	mothers.		In	terms	of	co-parent	relationship	quality	and	conflict,	the	estimates	for	 repartnering	 were	 affected	 little	 by	 the	 addition	 of	 the	 maternal	repartnering*family	 structure	 interaction	 variable.	 	 However,	 the	 maternal	
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interaction	was	significantly	associated	with	a	decrease	in	the	likelihood	of	regular	communication.	 With	 the	 addition	 of	 the	 interaction	 term,	 the	 main	 effect	 of	maternal	repartnering	now	refers	to	primary	care	mothers	and	was	not	significant.	It	is	possible	that	this	is	because	primary	care	mothers	are	less	likely	to	repartner.	Therefore,	when	parenting	differences	are	controlled	by	the	interaction	term,	the	explanatory	power	of	repartnering	on	co-parent	communication	for	mothers	with	primary	care	of	children	declines.	For	mothers	with	primary	care	of	their	child,	the	effect	 of	 maternal	 repartnering	 was	 to	 decrease	 the	 odds	 of	 communicating	frequently	by	52%.		On	the	other	hand,	a	new	union	for	mothers	with	shared-time	care	 of	 their	 child	 was	 associated	 with	 an	 86%	 lower	 probability	 that	 they	communicate	with	their	child’s	other	parent	about	issues	concerning	their	child	at	least	 once	 per	 fortnight26.	 Thus	 repartnering	 has	 a	 larger	 effect	 on	 co-parental	communication	 among	 shared-time	 care	 mothers	 than	 among	 mothers	 with	primary	care	of	their	child.		
The	 paternal	 repartnering*family	 structure	 category	 interaction	 term	 was	not	significant	for	the	three	co-parent	relationship	constructs	and	the	estimates	for	the	paternal	repartnering	variables	found	in	the	previous	models	were	not	affected	by	the	addition	of	the	interaction	variable.			
In	 summary,	 the	 results	 from	 these	 models	 suggest	 that:	 (a)	 repartnered	mothers	were	 less	 likely	 to	 report	moderate	 to	 high	 co-parent	 conflict,	 (b)	 both	maternal	and	paternal	repartnering	was	associated	with	a	reduction	in	regular	co-parental	communication,	(c)	the	decline	in	co-parent	communication	about	issues	concerning	their	child	was	experienced	more	acutely	by	repartnered	mothers	with	shared-time	care	arrangements,	(d)	following	paternal	repartnering	mothers	were																																																										26	The	interaction	estimate	for	maternal	reports	of	regular	co-parental	communication	was	calculated	by	summing	the	mother	repartnered,	the	shared	care,	and	the	mother	repartnered*shared	care	coefficients,	then	exponiating	the	sum	to	produce	the	odds	ratio.	
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less	 likely	 to	 describe	 the	 co-parent	 relationship	 positively,	 and	 (e)	 higher	maternal	 annual	 personal	 incomes	 were	 associated	 with	 positive	 co-parent	relationships,	and	lowered	odds	of	both	co-parent	conflict	and	communication.			
Separated	Fathers	Using	 the	same	modelling	strategy	employed	 for	mothers,	Table	9.5	presents	 the	fixed	 effect	 logistic	 regression	 models	 predicting	 associations	 between	 parental	repartnering	and	whether	a	father	was	likely	to	describe	the	relationship	with	his	child’s	other	parent	as	friendly	or	co-operative,	as	having	moderate	to	high	levels	of	conflict,	and	regular	co-parental	communication.		
Both	maternal	and	paternal	new	unions	were	associated	with	a	decline	in	the	likelihood	of	 fathers	 reporting	regular	communication	with	 their	 former	partner.	Specifically,	 when	 fathers’	 former	 partners	 begin	 new	 cohabiting	 relationships	they	were	55%	 less	 likely	 to	 communicate	 regularly.	 	 Similarly,	 Table	9.5	 shows	that	when	fathers	themselves	live	with	new	partners	they	were	60%	less	likely	of	participating	in	regular	co-parental	communication.	 	The	coefficient	estimates	for	positive	co-parent	relationships	and	moderate	to	high	conflict	were	not	significant	for	either	maternal	or	paternal	repartnering.			
As	with	mothers,	 fathers	were	almost	 three	 times	more	 likely	 to	view	their	relationship	with	their	former	partner	as	friendly	or	cooperative	as	their	incomes	increased.		Fathers	were	also	more	likely	to	have	a	positive	co-parent	relationship	if	they	lived	within	30	kilometres	of	the	child’s	other	parent.		
Model	 2	 includes	 the	 interactions	 between	 the	 repartnering	 and	 parenting	category	variables	and	examines	whether	the	effect	of	parental	repartnering	on	the	odds	of	having	a	co-operative	or	friendly	co-parent	relationship,	moderate	to	high	conflict,	and	regular	communication	differs	between	primary	care,	non-primary		
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care,	and	shared-time	care	fathers.		The	coefficients	on	the	maternal	and	paternal	interaction	 terms	were	 not	 significant.	 	 As	was	 the	main	 effect	 of	 both	maternal	and	 paternal	 repartnering	 that	 now	 refer	 only	 to	 primary	 care	 parents.	 This	pattern	of	results	shows	that	fathers	who	had	non-primary	or	shared-time	care	of	the	 focus	 child	 were	 not	 more	 or	 less	 likely	 to	 report	 positive	 co-parent	relationships,	 co-parental	 conflict,	 or	 communication	when	 they,	 or	 their	 child’s	mother,	repartner	than	fathers	with	primary	care	of	their	child.		
9.5	Summary	To	 date,	 there	 has	 been	 limited	 empirical	 consideration	 of	 family	 dynamics	following	 repartnering.	 The	 results	 of	 this	 study	 suggest	 that	 new	 cohabiting	partners	do	influence	family	dynamics,	particularly	by	reducing	the	frequency	with	which	parents	communicate	with	each	other	about	their	child.		It	is	also	likely	that	the	extent	of	the	influence	of	repartnering	on	maternal	reported	co-parent	conflict,	and	 the	 nature	 of	 the	 co-parent	 relationship,	 is	 a	 consequence	 of	 changing	communication	patterns	between	parents.		
9.5.1	Parent–Child	Relationship	Examination	 of	 the	 longitudinal	 bivariate	 relationship	 between	 repartnering	 and	the	 parent–child	 relationship	 revealed	 three	 key	 patterns.	 	 First,	 new	 maternal	relationships	may	negatively	influence	mother–child	relationship	both	prior	to	and	immediately	after	cohabitation	commences.	But	 this	shift	 in	dynamics	appears	 to	be	relatively	short-term.		Mothers	who	repartnered	early	in	the	study	were	initially	less	 likely	 than	 single	mothers	 to	 report	 ‘close’	 or	 ‘very	 close’	 relationships	with	the	focal	child	but	these	relationships	improved	over	time.		Similarly,	mothers	who	commenced	live	in	relationships	in	the	second	half	of	the	study,	reported	declines	
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in	the	quality	of	the	relationship	with	their	child.	But	by	the	third	interview	these	had	returned	to	approximately	the	same	level	as	the	initial	interview.			
A	second	pattern	 that	emerged	was	 that	compared	 to	single	 fathers,	 fathers	who	repartnered	were	initially	more	likely	to	report	close	relationships	with	their	child.	However,	 over	 time	 the	 quality	 of	 the	 repartnered	 parent–child	 relationship	diminished.		The	third	pattern	to	emerge	was	that	at	the	time	of	the	final	interview,	mothers	were	more	likely	than	fathers	to	report	‘close’	or	‘very	close’	relationships	with	their	children	irrespective	of	their	relationship	status.			
Although	 these	 patterns	 illustrate	 possible	 links	 between	 repartnering	 and	shifts	 in	 parent–child	 relationships,	more	 rigorous	 examination	was	 required	 to	account	 for	possible	selection	effects.	 	The	results	of	 the	multivariate	 fixed	effect	analyses	suggest	that	new	cohabiting	partners	have	a	significant	negative	effect	on	the	 relationship	 mothers	 have	 with	 their	 child.	 	 Mothers	 who	 had	 repartnered	were	less	likely	to	describe	the	relationship	with	their	child	as	‘close’	or	‘very	close’	when	 compared	 to	 mothers	 who	 did	 not	 repartner.	 	 The	 effect	 of	 maternal	repartnering	 on	 the	 parent–child	 relationship	 was	 not	 associated	 with	 the	parenting	 context:	 the	 estimates	 for	 primary	 care,	 shared-time	 care,	 and	 non-primary	 care	mothers	 interactions	 did	 not	 significantly	 differ	 from	 one	 another.	This	finding	is	supported	by	previous	research	that	indicated	maternal	new	unions	potentially	 disrupt	 family	 functioning	 and	 parenting	 practices	 (Amato	 &	 Booth,	1996;	 Beck	 et	 al.,	 2010;	 Bray	 and	 Berger,	 1993)	 by	 stressing	 the	 mother–child	dynamic	 (Cooper,	 et	 al.,	 2009;	 Hetherington	 &	 Stanley-Hagan,	 2002)	 and	decreasing	maternal	wellbeing	(Meadows	et	al.,	2008;	Pryor,	2014).		
For	 fathers	 in	 this	 study,	 cohabiting	 new	 partners	 had	 no	 association	with	how	 close	 the	 parent–child	 relationship	 was	 perceived.	 	 This	 finding	 is	
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distinguished	 from	 previous	 research	 that	 found	 the	 paternal	 parent–child	dynamic	is	particularly	sensitive	to	fathers’	new	unions,	with	new	female	partners	having	a	potentially	negative	effect	on	the	quality	of	the	relationship	a	father	has	with	his	children	(Carlson	&	Furstenberg,	2006;	Gibson	&	Davis,	2008).			
9.5.2	Co-parent	Relationship	In	general,	the	bivariate	results	indicate	that	for	single	parents	the	nature	of	the	co-parent	relationship	remained	relatively	consistent.	However,	the	likelihood	of	both	conflict	 and	 frequent	 communication	 declined	 over	 time.	 	 After	 initial	 reports	 of	high	levels	of	positivity	and	communication	frequency,	the	decline	in	repartnered	fathers’	assessments	of	the	co-parental	relationship	dimensions	was	acute	and	had	almost	 converged	 with	 those	 of	 single	 parents	 by	 the	 final	 phase	 of	 the	 study.	Although	 there	 was	 little	 overall	 difference	 between	 repartnered	 and	 single	mothers,	 the	 pattern	 of	 change	 over	 time	 in	 the	 co-parental	 measures	 was	somewhat	 irregular	 for	 parents	 experiencing	 relationship	 transitions	 during	 the	study.	 	 These	 peaks	 and	 troughs	 suggest	 that	 new	 unions	 potentially	 moderate	family	functioning	via	relatively	immediate	shifts	in	family	dynamics.			
The	multivariate	analyses	help	clarify	the	manner	in	which	new	unions	may,	at	least	to	some	extent,	be	linked	to	shifts	in	the	co-parent	relationship	dynamics.	Specifically,	 three	 clear	 patterns	 emerged.	 	 First,	 when	 separated	 parents	 in	Australia	 formed	 new	 cohabiting	 relationships,	 communication	 about	 issues	concerning	 their	 child	 declined	 significantly.	 	 Mothers	 reported	 they	 were	 80%	less	likely	to	communicate	with	their	former	partner	at	least	once	a	fortnight	after	either	 they	 themselves	 or	 their	 child’s	 other	 parent	 had	 repartnered.	 	 Similarly,	single	fathers	were	2.5	times	more	likely	than	repartnered	fathers	to	discuss	child	related	 issues	with	 their	 former	partner.	 	 This	 association	between	 repartnering	
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and	declines	in	co-parental	communication	is	particularly	pronounced	for	mothers	who	share	 the	 care	of	 their	 child	with	 their	 former	partner	on	a	 relatively	equal	basis.	 	Second,	mothers	were	 less	 likely	 to	describe	 the	co-parent	relationship	as	friendly	or	co-operative	if	their	former	partner	had	repartnered.		Finally,	mothers	new	unions	were	 significantly	 associated	with	 declines	 in	maternal	 reported	 co-parental	conflict.		
In	general,	these	findings	are	consistent	with	the	available	empirical	evidence	concerning	 the	 influence	 of	 new	 unions	 on	 co-parenting	 dynamics.	 	 Previous	studies	 have	 found	 mothers	 who	 had	 formed	 new	 relationships	 were	 less	motivated	 to	 include	 their	 former	 partner	 in	 decisions	 concerning	 children	(Bronte-Tinkew	&	Horowitz,	 2010;	 Dush,	 et	 al.,	 2011;	 Ganong,	 et	 al.,	 2011),	 and	more	 inclined	 to	 perceive	 the	 child’s	 father	 negatively	 (Dush,	 et	 al.,	 2011).	 	 It	 is	likely	that	the	diminished	quality	of	the	co-parental	relationship	and	reduction	in	conflict	 as	 reported	 by	mothers	 are	 a	 consequence	 of	 the	 decline	 in	 co-parental	communication.	 	 Prior	 research	 reported	 similar	 outcomes,	 for	 example	 a	European	 study	 of	 remarried	 adults	 found	 co-parental	 interactions	 substantially	decreased	along	with	both	friendly	and	antagonistic	contact	following	remarriage	(Fischer,	 et	 al.,	 2005).	 	 These	 comparisons	 are	 considered	 in	 detail	 in	 the	 final	chapter.	
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10. Results – Part IV: 
Repartnering and Child and 
Parent Wellbeing 	
This	chapter	focuses	on	the	association	between	repartnering	and	wellbeing.	It	 is	informed	 by	 the	 literature	 reviewed	 in	 Chapter	 5	 where	 repartnering	 was	generally	 found	 to	 result	 in	 a	 range	 of	 socio-economic	 benefits	 for	 parents.	 The	influence	of	repartnering	on	child	wellbeing	however	is	less	conclusive.	Subjective	measures	of	both	child	and	parent	wellbeing	are	examined.		
10.1	Analytic	Approach	In	 this	 chapter	 the	 association	 between	 repartnering	 and	 child	 and	 parent	wellbeing	is	examined	using	the	same	analytic	strategy	employed	in	the	previous	chapters.	 The	 methodology	 diverges	 from	 that	 of	 Chapter	 8	 and	 Chapter	 9	primarily	 in	 the	 application	 of	 the	 dependent	 or	 outcome	 variables.	 	 The	 child	wellbeing	variable	 is	a	global	measure	based	on	parents’	subjective	evaluation	of	how	 satisfied	 they	 feel	 their	 child	 is	 doing	 concerning	 their	 peer	 relationships,	school,	 and	 life	 in	 general	 (see	 Chapter	 6).	 	 Parent	wellbeing	 is	 examined	 using	variables	designed	to	assess	how	confident	a	participant	feels	about	their	financial	circumstances,	their	overall	satisfaction	with	life,	and	a	global	measure	examining	whether	 they	 perceive	 their	 emotional	 and	 physical	 wellbeing	 to	 be	 ‘good’	 or	‘excellent’.	These	outcome	variables	are	described	in	detail	in	Chapter	6.			
Once	again,	the	analysis	proceeded	in	two	phases.		In	the	first	phase,	a	series	of	descriptive	statistics	for	each	of	the	wellbeing	measures	was	produced,	and	the	
		 	 211	
	
variability	between	parents	who	had	 repartnered	during	 the	 course	of	 the	 study	and	those	who	remained	single	were	examined	using	t-tests	and	Chi-square	tests	of	 association.	 	 The	 second	 phase	 of	 analysis	 employed	 fixed	 effect	 regression	analyses	 to	 determine	 whether	 either	 maternal	 or	 paternal	 repartnering	 was	associated	with	participants’	perception	of	child	and	parent	wellbeing.		As	noted	in	Chapter	8,	two-way	interactions	were	added	in	Model	3	to	examine	the	impact	of	repartnering	 on	 parent	 and	 child	 wellbeing	 across	 a	 range	 of	 family	 structures	including	 those	 with	 primary	 care,	 shared	 care	 and	 non–primary	 care	arrangements.	 These	 interactions	 test	 whether	 the	 effects	 of	 repartnering	 on	wellbeing	were	 sensitive	 to	 the	parenting	 responsibilities	 of	 the	participant.	 The	findings	 inform	 the	 third	 research	 question	 ‘Is	 the	 effect	 of	 the	 parental	repartnering	 transition	 on	 child	 and	 parent	 wellbeing	 contingent	 on	 parenting	arrangements?’.	
10.2	Descriptive	Analysis:	Child	and	Parent	Wellbeing	Descriptive	 statistics	 (means	 and	 standard	 deviations	 or	 percentages)	 for	 the	wellbeing	measures	at	the	time	of	first	interview	for	parents	who	had	repartnered	during	 the	 survey	period	and	 those	who	 remained	 single	 are	presented	 in	Table	10.1.	Mothers	and	fathers	are	considered	separately.	
With	 regard	 to	 the	 child	 and	 parent	wellbeing	 outcome	 variables,	 the	 data	show	two	significant	differences	between	parents	who	had	repartnered,	and	those	who	 had	 not.	 The	 first	 difference	 was	 that	 prior	 to	 repartnering,	 repartnered	mothers	were	more	 likely	 than	single	mothers	 to	describe	 their	current	 financial	situation	 as	 ‘comfortable’	 or	 ‘prosperous’	 (39%	 vs.	 24%;	 p<0.05).	 	 The	 second	difference	was	that	 fathers	who	repartnered	during	the	course	of	the	study	were	significantly	more	likely	to	indicate	they	were	satisfied	with	their	life	overall	prior	
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to	 repartnering	 than	 fathers	 who	 remained	 single	 (69%	 vs.	 56%;	 p<0.05).	 	 No	significant	 differences	 were	 found	 between	 repartnered	 and	 single	 parents	 in	terms	 of	 parents’	 reports	 of	 child	 wellbeing	 or	 parents’	 emotional	 and	 physical	health	variables.		
10.3	Child	Wellbeing	
10.3.1	Bivariate	Relationship	Between	Repartnering	and	Child	Wellbeing	
In	this	section,	the	relationship	between	repartnering	and	parents’	reports	of	child	wellbeing	 is	 investigated.	This	 is	done	by	examining	change	for	three	contrasting	groups	of	female	and	male	respondents:	(a)	the	’continuously	single’	group;	(b)	the		‘repartnered	 T0–T1’	 group;	 and	 (c)	 the	 ‘repartnered	 T1–T2’	 group.	 Figure	 10.1	shows	 the	 percentage	 of	mothers	 (red	 lines)	 and	 fathers	 (black	 lines)	 that	were	satisfied	 their	 child	 was	 doing	 well	 overall.	 Figure	 10.1	 suggests	 that	 overall	parents’	 satisfaction	 with	 their	 child’s	 wellbeing	 did	 not	 change	 substantially	across	the	course	of	the	study.	 	The	only	significant	difference	between	the	three	groups	was	 found	 at	 Time	1.	Repartnered	mothers	were	more	 likely	 than	 single	mothers	 to	 be	 satisfied	 with	 the	 wellbeing	 of	 their	 child.	 There	 was	 only	 one	significant	 gender	 difference	 between	 mothers	 and	 fathers	 in	 terms	 of	 their	satisfaction	with	their	child’s	wellbeing.		Mothers	who	repartnered	between	Time	0	and	Time	1	were	more	 likely	 to	be	 satisfied	with	 their	 child’s	wellbeing	at	 the	second	interview	(Time	1)	than	fathers	who	repartnered	during	the	same	period	(79%	vs.	55%;	p<0.01;	see	Appendix	Tables	A10.1a	and	A10.1b).	
10.3.2	Multivariate	Analysis:	Is	Repartnering	Associated	with	Child	Wellbeing?	Because	of	important	demographic	differences	between	separated	mothers	and	fathers	in	the	sample,	the	multivariate	analyses	were	conducted	separately	for	mothers	and	fathers.	
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Table	 10.1.	 Child	 and	 parent	 wellbeing	 at	 time	 of	 first	 interview	 of	
participants	who	ever	repartnered	during	the	study	and	those	who	remained	
single,	2008	
	 Mothers	(N=1460)	 	 Fathers	(N=1054)	
	
Single	
(n=1199)	
Repart	
(n=261)	
	 Single	
(n=790)	
Repart	
(n=264)	
Variables	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
	 n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
n	 %	or	
Mean	
(SD)	
Child	Wellbeing	Is	the	parent	satisfied	the	(focus)	child	is	doing	well	in	their	life	overall	(relationships,	school,	in-general)?	
No	 348	 35	 64	 28	 	 296	 35	 88	 28	
Yes	 684	 65	 170	 72	 	 390	 65	 141	 72	
Parent	Wellbeing	Does	parent	consider	their	overall	emotional	and	physical	health	to	be	good?	
	 No	 809	 71	 162	 72	 	 542	 75	 163	 68	
Yes	 366	 29	 92	 28	 	 242	 25	 98	 32	Does	the	parent	consider	their	current	financial	situation	to	be	comfortable	or	prosperous?	
	 No	 913	 76	 184	 61	 	 579	 77	 185	 70	
Yes	 283	 24	 77	 39*	 	 207	 23	 79	 30	Is	the	parent	satisfied	with	their	life	overall?	
	 No	 277	 25	 46	 18	 	 299	 44	 86	 31	
Yes	 904	 75	 213	 82	 	 472	 56	 176	 69*	Is	parent	satisfied	with	overall	aspects	of	their	health,	life,	and	financial	situation?	
	No	 1065	 91	 229	 88	 	 704	 91	 224	 87	
Yes	 134	 9	 32	 12	 	 86	 9	 40	 13	Notes:	*	p<0.05;	**	p<0.01;		***	p<0.001.	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.		
	
Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A10.1ab	for	more	detail)	
Figure	 10.1.	 Parent	 satisfaction	 with	 overall	 child	 wellbeing	 by	 interview	
time	and	gender,	2008–2011 
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Separated	Mothers		Table	10.2	presents	the	fixed	effects	logistic	regression	models	predicting	whether	a	separated	mother	was	likely	to	be	satisfied	her	child	was	doing	well	in	terms	of	peer	 relationships,	 school,	 and	 life	 in	 general.	 	 In	 Model	 1,	 the	 indicators	 for	whether	 either	 parent	 had	 a	 new	 partner	 at	 the	 time	 of	 interview	 are	 included.	Neither	 maternal	 nor	 paternal	 new	 cohabiting	 unions	 were	 associated	 with	 the	likelihood	mothers	would	be	satisfied	with	their	child’s	wellbeing.		This	negligible	effect	persists	with	the	addition	of	the	time-varying	covariates	in	Model	2.	Mothers	in	 paid	 work	 are	 significantly	 more	 likely	 to	 be	 satisfied	 with	 their	 child’s	wellbeing,	as	were	mothers	who	reside	within	30km	of	their	child’s	other	parent.		
Model	3	adds	the	 interactions	between	maternal	and	paternal	repartnering,	and	 the	 type	 of	 parenting	 arrangements	 in	 place	 for	 the	 focal	 child.	 	 Neither	maternal	 nor	 paternal	 repartnering	 interactions	 were	 significant	 indicating	 that	the	 effect	 of	 repartnering	on	 the	 likelihood	of	mothers	 being	 satisfied	with	 their	child’s	 wellbeing	 did	 not	 differ	 between	 primary,	 shared,	 and	 non-primary	 care	mothers.	 	With	 the	 addition	 of	 the	 interaction	 term,	 the	main	 effect	 of	 paternal	repartnering	now	 refers	 to	 primary	 care	mothers	 reports	 of	 child	wellbeing	 and	was	significant.	This	suggests	that	mothers	with	primary	care	of	children	were	less	likely	 to	 be	 satisfied	 with	 their	 child’s	 wellbeing	 after	 their	 child’s	 father	repartnered.		
Separated	Fathers	Table	10.3	presents	the	fixed	effects	logistic	regression	models	predicting	whether	a	 father	was	 likely	 to	be	 satisfied	 that	his	 child	was	doing	well	 in	 terms	of	 their	peer	 relationships,	 school,	 and	 life	 in	 general.	 	 Model	 1	 indicates	 that	 neither	mothers	nor	fathers	new	unions	were	strongly	associated	with	fathers’	perception	
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of	 their	child’s	wellbeing.	This	result	persisted	with	the	 inclusion	of	 time-varying	covariates	 in	Model	 2.	 	 The	 repartnering	 and	 family	 structure	 interactions	were	included	in	Model	3.	Neither	maternal	nor	paternal	repartnering	interactions	were	significant.	 	 This	pattern	of	 results	 suggest	 that	 the	 effect	 of	 repartnering	on	 the	odds	of	fathers	being	satisfied	with	their	child’s	wellbeing	is	not	dependent	on	the	level	of	care	undertaken	by	fathers.	 	Like	mothers,	the	overall	results	of	the	child	wellbeing	models	 (based	on	 fathers’	 reports)	suggest	 that	 fathers’	perceptions	of	their	child’s	wellbeing	were	not	associated	with	parental	repartnering.	
10.4	Parent	Wellbeing	
10.4.1	Bivariate	Relationship	Between	Repartnering	and	Parent	Wellbeing	
In	 this	 section,	 the	 relationship	 between	 repartnering	 and	 parent	 wellbeing	 is	investigated	by	examining	 change	 for	 the	 three	 same	contrasting	groups	of	male	and	 female	 respondents	 examined	previously:	 (a)	 the	 continuously	 single	 group;	(b)	the	repartnered	T0–T1	group;	and	(c)	the	repartnered	T1–T2	group.	 	Figures	10.2	 through	10.4	show	the	percentage	of	mothers	(red	 lines)	and	 fathers	(black	lines)	who:	(a)	described	their	overall	physical	and	emotional	health	positively;	(b)	described	their	financial	situation	as	‘prosperous’;	and	(c)	were	satisfied	with	their	life	as	a	whole.		
Physical	and	Emotional	Health	In	 general	 there	were	no	 significant	 differences	 in	mothers	 or	 fathers	 subjective	evaluation	of	 their	health	 irrespective	of	 their	relationship	status	with	consistent	reports	of	health	over	the	period	of	study.	The	only	significant	findings	were	that	fathers	who	repartnered	were	more	likely	than	single	fathers	to	indicate	a	higher	level	of	health	at	the	time	of	the	second	survey.	Similarly,	fathers	who	repartnered	between	Time	1	and	Time	2	were	also	more	likely	than	mothers	who	repartnered	
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in	the	same	period	to	consider	their	overall	physical	and	emotional	health	as	good	during	the	second	survey	period	(see	Appendix	Tables	A10.2a	and	A10.2b).	
Subjective	financial	living	standards	As	 indicated	 in	 Figure	 10.3,	 repartnered	 parents	 were	 more	 likely	 than	 single	parents	 to	 consider	 their	 current	 financial	 circumstances	 as	 ‘prosperous’	 at	 each	stage	of	the	survey	–	though	these	trends	were	only	significant	at	Time	0	and	Time	1	 for	mothers	and	Time	1	 for	 fathers.	For	example,	 fathers	who	had	repartnered	between	Time	0	and	Time	1	 (44%)	and	 those	who	 repartnered	between	Time	1	and	Time	2	(32%)	were	significantly	more	likely	than	single	fathers	(27%)	to	feel	they	 were	 financially	 prosperous	 (p<0.05).	 	 There	 were	 no	 significant	 gender	differences	 in	 terms	 of	 financial	 prosperity	 (see	 Appendix	 Tables	 A10.3.a	 and	A10.3.b).	
Life	Satisfaction	Figure	10.4	 shows	a	higher	proportion	of	parents	 reported	 feeling	 satisfied	with	life	overall	following	repartnering	than	single	parents.	This	trend	was	particularly	evident	for	mothers	at	Time	1	and	fathers	across	each	of	the	three	surveys.	Fathers	who	repartnered	between	Time	0	and	Time	1	were	significantly	more	likely	than	single	 fathers	 to	 report	 overall	 satisfaction	 with	 their	 lives	 (92%	 vs.	 63%,	
p<0.001).	Life	satisfaction	also	 improved	over	 time	 for	repartnered	parents.	This	increase	in	life	satisfaction	was	significant	for	mothers	who	repartnered	between	Time	0	and	Time	1,	as	well	as	fathers	who	repartnered	between	Time	1	and	Time	2.	 For	 example,	 fathers	 who	 repartnered	 between	 Time	 1	 and	 Time	 2	 reported	considerably	higher	life	satisfaction	at	the	third	interview	(94%)	in	comparison	to	the	 initial	 interview	 three	 years	 prior	 (49%)(p<0.001).	 	 A	 significant	 gender	difference	in	life	satisfaction	between	fathers	and	mothers	who	were	single	was		
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	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A10.2ab	for	more	detail).		
Figure	10.2.	Parent	health	by	interview	time	and	gender,	2008-2011			
	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A10.3ab	for	more	detail).		
Figure	10.3.	Financial	confidence	by	interview	time	and	gender,	2008-2011			
	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	(see	Appendix	Tables	A10.4ab	for	more	detail).	
Figure	10.4.	Life	satisfaction	by	interview	time	and	gender,	2008-	2011		
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	also	apparent.	 	At	each	survey,	single	mothers	were	more	 likely	 to	report	 feeling	satisfied	with	their	life	than	single	fathers	(Time	0:	75%	vs.	56%,	p<0.001:	Time	1:	80%	 vs.	 63%,	 p<0.001;	 Time	 2:	 79%	 vs.	 69%,	 p<0.05)	 (see	 Appendix	 Tables	A10.4.a	and	A10.4.b).	
10.4.2	Multivariate	Analysis:	Is	Repartnering	Associated	with	Parent	Wellbeing?	
The	 results	 of	 the	 fixed	 effects	 logistic	 regression	 analyses	 predicting	 whether	parents	were	 likely	 to	 report	 good	physical	 and	 emotional	 health,	 describe	 their	financial	situation	as	‘prosperous’,	and	consider	themselves	satisfied	with	their	life	in	general	are	presented	in	Table	10.4	for	mothers	and	Table	10.5	for	fathers.		The	first	 model	 includes	 the	 key	 repartnering	 variables	 as	 well	 as	 the	 time-varying	covariates.	 	The	second	model	presents	the	estimates	for	the	repartnering*family	structure	group	interactions.		The	interactions	are	included	to	investigate	whether	the	effect	of	repartnering	on	parent	wellbeing	is	different	for	parents	with	primary,	shared,	or	non-primary	care	of	the	focus	child.27			
Separated	Mothers		The	 first	 set	 of	 columns	 in	 Table	 10.4	 show	 the	 fixed	 effects	 logistic	 regression	models	 predicting	 whether	 a	 mother	 was	 likely	 to	 describe	 her	 physical	 and	emotional	 health	 as	 good;	 the	 second	 set	 of	 columns	 that	 her	 financial	circumstances	 were	 comfortable	 or	 prosperous;	 and	 the	 final	 set	 of	 columns	presents	the	estimates	for	overall	maternal	life	satisfaction.		Model	1	includes	both	the	maternal	and	paternal	repartnering	indicators	and	the	time-varying	covariates.	In	 this	 model,	 maternal	 repartnering	 was	 significantly	 associated	 with	 a	 higher	probability	 that	 mothers	 will	 report	 their	 health	 as	 good	 to	 excellent,	 their	
																																																								27	Preliminary	analyses	found	no	change	in	the	associations	between	repartnering	and	the	parent	wellbeing	outcome	variables	in	the	baseline	models	compared	to	models	where	time	varying	covariates	were	included.		
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financial	 circumstances	 as	 ‘prosperous’	 or	 ‘comfortable’,	 and	 higher	 levels	 of	overall	life	satisfaction.		
Model	1	also	shows	that	mothers	who	own	or	were	purchasing	 their	home	were	less	 likely	 to	 describe	 their	 health	 as	 good.	 	 As	 expected,	 women	 with	 higher	annual	personal	incomes	and	in	paid	work	were	also	more	likely	to	describe	their	financial	circumstances	positively.		
By	 including	 interactions	 between	 maternal	 and	 paternal	 repartnering,	 and	 the	type	 of	 parenting	 arrangements	 in	 place	 for	 the	 focal	 child,	 Model	 2	 examines	whether	the	effect	of	repartnering	on	overall	health,	economic	confidence,	and	life	satisfaction	 is	 different	 for	 mothers	 with	 differing	 degrees	 of	 parenting	responsibilities.	 	 As	 neither	 the	maternal	 nor	 paternal	 repartnering	 interactions	were	significant,	 the	effect	of	parents’	 subsequent	new	relationships	on	mothers’	wellbeing	 is	 not	 considered	 to	 be	dependent	 on	whether	mothers	 have	primary,	non-primary,	and	shared-time	care	of	their	children.		
Specifically,	 the	 results	 of	 these	 maternal	 health	 models	 suggest	 that	 in	comparison	to	single	mothers,	repartnered	mothers	were:	(i)	73%	more	likely	to	rate	 their	 physical	 and	 emotional	 health	 positively;	 (ii)	 almost	 five	 times	 more	likely	 to	 perceive	 their	 financial	 circumstances	 as	 being	 comfortable	 or	prosperous;	 and	 (iii)	 over	 six	 times	 more	 likely	 to	 be	 satisfied	 with	 their	 life	overall.		
Separated	Fathers		New	cohabiting	unions	were	not	 related	with	 self-reported	paternal	health,	with	Table	 10.5	 showing	 that	 neither	 maternal	 nor	 paternal	 repartnering	 was	significantly	 associated	 with	 the	 probability	 that	 fathers	 perceived	 their	 health	positively.		However,	paternal	repartnering	was	associated	with	an	increased		
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probability	 that	 fathers	 reported	 their	 financial	 circumstances	 as	 being	comfortable	or	prosperous,	and	being	satisfied	with	their	life	overall.	As	personal	income	increased,	 fathers	were	more	 likely	 to	view	their	health	positively	and	to	describe	their	financial	circumstances	positively.	
The	 interaction	 terms	 included	 in	 Model	 2	 assessed	 whether	 the	 effect	 of	parental	 repartnering	 on	 the	 odds	 of	 having	 good	 paternal	 health,	 financial	confidence,	 and	 life	 satisfaction	 differs	 between	 primary	 care,	 non-primary	 care,	and	 shared-time	 care	 fathers.	 	 	 For	 men,	 neither	 the	 maternal	 nor	 paternal	repartnering	interactions	were	significant	indicating	that	the	effect	of	repartnering	on	 fathers’	 subjective	 wellbeing	 was	 not	 dependent	 on	 the	 level	 of	 parental	responsibility.	However,	with	the	inclusion	of	the	interaction	term	the	main	effect	of	 paternal	 repartnering	 on	 financial	 prosperity	 is	 referenced	 to	 primary	 care	fathers	 only	 and	 is	 not	 significant.	 This	 suggests	 that	 repartnered	 primary	 care	fathers	 were	 as	 likely	 as	 single	 primary	 care	 fathers	 to	 describe	 their	 financial	circumstances	 as	 prosperous.	 Simply	 stated,	 repartnering	 had	 little	 impact	 on	financial	 confidence	 for	 fathers	 caring	 for	 children	 for	 most	 or	 all	 of	 the	 time.	Similarly,	 the	 results	 in	 Model	 2	 show	 a	 negative	 shift	 in	 the	 significance	 of	parenting	arrangements	for	fathers’	health.	 	However,	again	these	results	need	to	be	 interpreted	 in	 the	 context	 of	 the	 interaction,	 with	 the	 main	 effect	 of	 the	parenting	time	variable	now	referenced	against	single,	primary	care	fathers.		That	is,	 single	 fathers	 with	 shared-time	 or	 non-primary	 of	 the	 focus	 child	 were	 less	likely	than	single	primary	care	fathers	to	report	good	health.		
Overall,	 the	 results	 of	 the	 paternal	 health	 models	 suggest	 that:	 (a)	 the	likelihood	of	men	perceiving	 their	health	as	good	was	not	associated	with	either	maternal	 or	 paternal	 subsequent	 new	 unions;	 (b)	 compared	 to	 single	 fathers,	 a	
		 	 225	
	
repartnered	 father	 was	 1.6	 times	 more	 likely	 to	 report	 their	 financial	circumstances	as	comfortable	 to	prosperous;	and	(c)	repartnering	 is	a	significant	factor	positively	related	to	paternal	life	satisfaction.	
10.5	Summary	Four	key	 findings	 emerged	 regarding	 the	 relationship	between	 repartnering	 and	wellbeing.	First,	parents’	perception	of	their	child’s	wellbeing	appeared	relatively	stable,	with	changes	to	relationship	status	having	little	impact	on	parents’	reports	of	 how	 their	 child	 was	 faring	 across	 a	 range	 of	 academic	 and	 social	 domains.		Second,	new	partnerships	were	likely	to	benefit	parents	economically,	emotionally	and	physically.		Third,	mothers	generally	appeared	to	gain	more	from	repartnering	than	 fathers.	 Finally,	 the	 benefits	 to	 parents’	 wellbeing	 associated	 with	repartnering	were	experienced	 similarly	by	primary	 care,	non-primary	 care,	 and	shared-time	care	parents.		
10.5.1	Child	Wellbeing	Most	 parents	 felt	 satisfied	 with	 how	 their	 child	 was	 relating	 to	 their	 peers,	achieving	at	school	(or	at	child	care),	and	in	life	in	general,	irrespective	of	parents’	relationship	 status.	 	 The	 fixed	 effects	 models	 suggest	 that	 new	 unions	 do	 not	appear	 to	 influence	parents’	 subjective	evaluation	of	 their	child’s	wellbeing.	 	The	only	significant	association	was	found	for	working	mothers	and	mothers	who	live	close	to	their	former	partner:	they	were	more	likely	than	unemployed	mothers	and	mothers	who	 live	more	 than	30	 kilometres	 from	 former	 partners	 to	 be	 satisfied	with	 their	 child’s	 wellbeing.	 	 Given	 that	 mothers’	 perceptions	 are	 likely	 to	 be	influenced	 by	 their	 own	wellbeing,	 working	mothers	may	 be	 inclined	 to	 believe	their	 children’s	wellbeing	may	 be	 improved	 by	 the	 social	 and	 economic	 benefits	gained	 though	 employment.	 Living	 close	 to	 former	 partners	may	 be	 expected	 to	
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foster	 or	 nurture	 the	 father-child	 relationship	 via	 continued	 involvement	 in	children’s	lives	and	regular	care.	Mothers	may	perceive	the	continued	involvement	of	fathers	in	their	children’s	lives	as	a	positive	influence	on	child	wellbeing.	This	is	further	 supported	 by	 the	 results	 of	 the	 interaction	models	which	 suggested	 that	mothers	with	primary	 care	of	 children	were	 less	 likely	 to	be	 satisfied	with	 their	child’s	wellbeing	after	the	child’s	father	had	repartnered.		
Prior	studies	examining	child	wellbeing	within	the	repartnering	context	often	employ	more	 ‘objective’	 measures	 of	 wellbeing	 (such	 as	 academic	 achievement,	psychosocial	engagement	and	psychopathology	symptoms)	 than	employed	 in	 the	current	study.	These	studies	have	found	that	transitioning	from	a	one-parent	to	a	two-parent	stepfamily	is	associated	with	a	decline	in	a	range	of	wellbeing	domains	(e.g.,	 Amato,	 2005;	 Apel	 &	 Kaukinen,	 2008;	 Brown,	 2006;	 Coleman	 et	 al.,	 2000;	Jeynes,	 2006).	 However,	 as	 highlighted	 previously	 these	 outcomes	 are	 far	 from	inevitable	(Pryor	&	Rogers,	2001).		
In	 the	 present	 study	most	 parents	 indicated	 they	 were	 satisfied	 with	 how	their	child	was	going	across	the	three	wellbeing	dimensions.	 	This	consistency	 in	reporting	child	wellbeing	may	indicate	that	the	scale	was	not	sufficiently	sensitive	to	 detect	 greater	 variability	 among	 parents;	 or	 alternatively	 signify	 that	 the	subjective	measures	of	child	wellbeing	were	vulnerable	to	reporting	bias	whereby	parents	found	it	less	socially	acceptable	to	acknowledge	their	child	was	not	doing	well	in	certain	aspects	of	their	lives	(i.e.,	single	reported	bias).			
10.5.2	Parent	Wellbeing	The	 bivariate	 analyses	 of	 parent	 wellbeing	 showed	 some	 support	 for	previous	 studies	 that	 conclude	 repartnering	has	 considerable	benefits	 for	parent	wellbeing.	 	 The	 proportion	 of	 repartnered	parents	 reporting	 better	 physical	 and	
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emotional	health,	 feeling	financially	prosperous,	and	satisfaction	with	their	 life	 in	general	 increased	 over	 time	 when	 compared	 to	 parents	 who	 did	 not	 form	 new	cohabiting	 relationships.	 	 However,	 repartnered	 parents	 also	 reported	 higher	initial	 levels	 of	 health,	 financial	 confidence,	 and	 life	 satisfaction.	As	 suggested	by	the	findings	of	the	first	set	of	analysis	examining	who	is	likely	to	repartner,	these	attributes	 are	 likely	 to	 influence	 the	 overall	 odds	 of	 repartnering	 as	 well.		Therefore,	 it	 is	 expected	 that	 factors	 involved	 in	 selection	 into	new	partnerships	(e.g.,	earning	capacity	or	degree	of	parenting	responsibility)	play	an	important	role	in	wellbeing	as	well.			
The	 results	 of	 the	 fixed	 effects	models,	 which	 control	 for	 selection	 factors,	provide	 considerable	 support	 for	 the	 significance	 of	 transitioning	 into	 new	relationships	 for	 parent	 wellbeing.	 Compared	 to	 single	 mothers,	 repartnered	mothers	 were	 more	 likely	 to	 report	 their	 health	 as	 good,	 feel	 their	 financial	circumstances	 were	 prosperous,	 and	 be	 satisfied	 with	 their	 life	 overall.	 	 For	fathers,	 repartnering	 was	 positively	 associated	 with	 perceiving	 financial	circumstances	 as	 prosperous	 and	 feeling	 satisfied	with	 their	 life	 overall.	 Though	the	impact	of	repartnering	on	financial	confidence	was	negligible	for	fathers	with	primary	care	of	children.	Fathers’	self-reports	of	physical	and	emotional	wellbeing	did	not	appear	to	be	related	–	at	least	in	the	short-term	–	to	repartnering.   
These	findings	are	consistent	with	previous	research	that	report	remarriage	(or	 stable,	 secure	 marriage	 like	 relationships)	 have	 a	 positive	 impact	 on	 adult	wellbeing	 following	 separation	 or	 divorce	 (Gray,	 de	 Vaus,	 Qu,	 &	 Stanton,	 2011;	Hughes	&	Waite,	 2009;	Marks,	 1998;	Williams,	 2004).	New	unions	may	 improve	health	 and	 wellbeing	 by	 affording	 relief	 from	 existing	 stress	 and	 pressures	associated	 with	 single	 parenthood	 (Williams	 &	 Umberson,	 2004).	 The	 positive	
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effects	of	repartnering	may	also	be	attributed	to	the	improved	economic	and	social	resources	 that	 facilitate	 access	 to	 health	 care,	 healthy	 lifestyles,	 and	 financial	stability	 for	women,	 and	 the	 emotional	 support	 that	 encourage	healthy	 lifestyles	for	men	(Dupre	&	Meadows,	2007).		
The	above	results	suggest	that	union	formation	can	have	a	positive	influence	on	important	elements	associated	with	child	and	parent	wellbeing	across	a	broad	range	of	family	contexts.		
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11.  Discussion 
	
Australian	 society,	 like	many	 other	Western	 societies,	 is	 evolving	 rapidly.	Major	changes	in	family	formation	are	occurring	(Bacon	&	Pennec,	2007).	Marriage	rates	are	falling	while	cohabitation	and	relationship	dissolution	rates	are	rising	(Bacon	&	Pennec	2007).	These	demographic	shifts	have	important	flow-on	effects	for	the	complexion	 of	 Australian	 families	 (Smyth,	 Baxter,	 Fletcher	 &	 Moloney,	 2013),	which	becomes	 increasingly	 evident	 as	parents	 transition	 into	new	 relationships	following	divorce	or	separation	(Pryor,	2014).	Children	are	now	commonly	raised	in	diverse	family	forms	comprising	multiple	parenting	relationships	and	associated	living	arrangements.	Parental	responsibilities	may	straddle	different	households.	
Transitioning	into	new	cohabiting	relationships	after	parental	separation	has	potentially	 complex	 implications	 for	 the	 nature	 of	 family	 life,	 and	 for	 family	functioning.	Repartnering	has	been	found	to	be	associated	with	both	positive	and	negative	 child	 and	 parent	 wellbeing	 outcomes.	 For	 many	 separated	 families,	repartnering	 generally	 results	 in	 improvements	 to	 socio-economic	 and	 affective	resources.	 Parents	 often	 report	 feeling	more	 satisfied	with	 their	 life	 overall.	 The	previously	 studied	 links	 between	 parent	 and	 child	 wellbeing	 suggest	 these	advantages	 ought	 to	 have	 follow-on	 beneficial	 outcomes	 for	 children	 (Lamb	 &	Lewis,	 2015).	 However,	 often	 studies	 exploring	 family	 structure	 and	 child	outcomes	 do	 not	 find	 consistent	 evidence	 of	 a	 positive	 association	 between	repartnering	and	child	wellbeing.		
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Many	 important	 questions	 remain	 unanswered.	 Is	 maternal	 or	 paternal	repartnering	more	 likely	 to	 be	 disadvantageous	 to	 children?	 Does	 the	 impact	 of	repartnering	on	children	and	parents	themselves	vary	by	parenting	arrangements?	This	 study	 sought	 to	 improve	 understanding	 of	 these	 important	 questions	 by	providing	 insight	 into	 how	 repartnering	 may	 influence	 parenting	 practices	 and	family	relationships,	which	in	turn	help	shape	family	wellbeing	(Cartwright,	2008;	Sweeney,	2010).	
Three	 important	questions	 formed	 the	conceptual	 scaffolding	of	 this	 thesis:	(a)	Who	repartners?	(b)	Is	repartnering	after	parental	separation	related	to	child	and	parent	wellbeing,	 family	dynamics,	 and	parental	 involvement?	 and	 (c),	 If	 so,	are	 these	 associations	 contingent	 on	 parental	 gender,	 and/or	 parenting	arrangements?	 In	 this	 final	 chapter,	 I	 summarise	 the	 findings	 from	 the	 present	study,	attempt	to	pull	together	the	key	insights	from	the	data.	A	brief	review	of	the	study’s	strengths,	limitations	and	directions	for	future	research	is	also	included.	
11.1	Who	Repartners?		
The	 first	 part	 of	 this	 thesis	 sought	 to	 identify	 the	 correlates	 of	 post-separation	repartnering	within	the	contemporary	Australian	context.		It	did	so	by	examining:	(i)	 the	 rate	 of	 repartnering	 for	 recently	 separated	 parents,	 and	 (ii)	 the	characteristics	of	parents	likely	to	establish	new	relationships	post-separation.	The	data	 suggest	 that	within	 six	years	of	 separation,	 almost	one	 third	of	participants	had	repartnered.	Consistent	with	prior	work,	a	clear	gender	difference	was	evident	both	 in	 the	 rate	 of	 repartnering	 and	 the	 influence	 of	 individual,	 family,	 and	household	 characteristics	 for	 repartnering	behaviour.	Mothers	were	 significantly	less	 likely	 than	 fathers	 to	 repartner.	 Given	 the	majority	 of	mothers	 had	 children	residing	with	them	most	or	all	of	the	time	it	is	likely	that	parenting	responsibilities	
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play	 a	 pivotal	 role	 in	 shaping	 repartnering	 behaviours	 and	 choices.	 Further	investigations	 into	 the	 key	 characteristics	 likely	 to	 predict	 repartnering	 found	support	for	several	 interrelated	factors	that	at	times	appear	to	differ	for	mothers	and	 fathers.	 Four	 key	 findings	 or	 ‘insights’	 emerged	 in	 relation	 to	 the	characteristics	of	parents	who	repartnered	and	those	who	remained	single.		
Insight	 1:	 Parenting	 responsibilities	 are	 important	 moderators	 of	 maternal	
repartnering.	When	children	reside	with	mothers	for	all	or	most	of	the	time	post-separation	the	odds	 of	 repartnering	 are	 significantly	 reduced.	 The	 literature	 suggests	 that	parenting	 and	 caring	 responsibilities	 exert	 a	 powerful	 influence	 on	 maternal	relational	 attitudes	 and	 priorities.	 Mothers	 are	 likely	 to	 evaluate	 the	 perceived	emotional	 and	 financial	 benefits	 or	 costs	 associated	 with	 new	 unions	 for	 both	themselves	and	their	children.	Mothers’	repartnering	behaviour,	for	example,	may	be	 significantly	 influenced	 by	 the	 possibility	 they	 may	 be	 perceived	 as	 a	 ‘bad	parent’	 by	 engaging	 in	 post-separation	 dating	 processes	 (Miller,	 2009).	 On	 the	other	 hand,	 close	 relationships	 with	 children	 may	 take	 priority	 over	 or	 even	reduce	the	need	or	desire	for	new	romantic	relationships	for	resident	mothers.	As	a	 result,	 mothers	 may	 be	 less	 likely	 to	 want	 or	 need	 to	 repartner	 (Lampard	 &	Peggs,	1999;	Poortman	&	Hewitt,	2015).			
Dependent	children	may	also	act	as	a	barrier	 to	 repartnering	by	restricting	access	 to	 social	 networks,	 including	work	place	 and	 leisure	based	 activities,	 that	open	potential	new	partner	 ‘markets’	 available	 to	 separated	parents	 (de	Graaf	&	Kilmijn,	 2003).	Maternal	 parenting	 obligations	 typically	 place	 differing	 demands	on	economic	and	temporal	resources	that	selectively	constrain	mothers’	ability	to	search	for	new	partners.	Resident	children	may	also	require	greater	investment	in	a	 new	 relationship	 in	 terms	 of	 both	 parenting-like	 roles	 and	 ongoing	 emotional	
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and	economic	obligations,	rendering	potential	new	partners	less	likely	to	form	new	unions	with	women	who	have	dependent	or	young	children.		
This	study	found	that	the	effect	of	prior	children	on	repartnering	for	mothers	appears	 contingent	on	 the	extent	of	parenting	 responsibilities.	 	By	extending	 the	parenting	 categorisations	 to	 include	 shared-time	 parenting	 arrangements,	 this	research	 improved	 the	 sensitivity	 of	 the	 measures	 to	 the	 nuances	 of	 diverse	parenting	 practices.	 	 The	 finding	 that	 mothers	 with	 shared	 parenting	arrangements	of	older	children	were	as	likely	as	mothers	with	non-resident	care	to	repartner	 suggests	 that	 parental	 obligations	 may	 exert	 a	 largely	 temporal	 or	socially	 oriented	 constraint	 on	 maternal	 repartnering	 behaviour.	 Shared-time	arrangements	 potentially	 increase	 the	 time	 available	 to	 dedicate	 to	 work	 and	leisure	 related	 activities.	 	 By	 alleviating	 some	of	 the	 economic,	 occupational	 and	temporal	 constraints	 associated	 with	 the	 parenting	 obligations	 of	 motherhood,	shared-time	 parenting	 arrangements	 may	 present	 mothers	 with	 substantially	more	opportunity	for	new	relationships	to	be	initiated	and	nurtured.	
In	 contrast,	parenting	 responsibilities	do	not	alter	 the	odds	of	 repartnering	for	 fathers.	 It	 is	 likely	 that	 children	 inform	 both	 individual	 and	 social	 paternal	repartnering	 perspectives	 and	 behaviours	 in	 ways	 that	 diverge	 from	 those	 of	mothers.	 Fathers	 and	 mothers	 are	 likely	 to	 prioritise	 their	 relationships	 in	different	 ways.	 	 For	 women,	 a	 new	 relationship	 may	 represent	 introducing	additional	 obligations	 and	 stresses	 to	 the	 family	 system,	whereas	 a	 new	partner	may	be	viewed	by	fathers	as	a	way	to	help	alleviate	the	extra	demands	associated	with	 single	 fatherhood	 and	 bring	 additional	 benefits	 to	 their	 children’s	 general	well	being.		Fathers’	greater	involvement	with	their	children	may	also	appeal,	and	be	particularly	relevant	to	potential	new	partners,	who	often	have	children	of	their	
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own	(Goldscheider	&	Sassler,	2006)	–	outweighing	the	perceived	disadvantages	of	establishing	a	relationship	with	single	fathers.		But	this	is	speculation.	
From	a	policy	perspective	the	repartnering	gender	variances	associated	with	parenting	 status	 are	 important.	 	 In	 Australia,	 social	 and	 legislative	 change	increasingly	 support	 and	 value	 shared-time	 parenting	 arrangements	 post-separation	 (Smyth	et	 al.,	 2016).	 If	 the	 trend	 for	 shared-time	parenting	 continues	(Cancian	et	al,	2014;	Smyth	et	al.,	2014),	 the	proportion	of	mothers	repartnering	post-separation	 may	 also	 be	 expected	 to	 increase.	 It	 is	 therefore	 probable	 that	more	 and	 more	 Australian	 children	 will	 experience	 complex	 post-separation	(step)family	 relationships	 and	 living	 arrangements	 that	 extend	 across	 multiple	households.		
One	 obvious	 implication	 for	 practitioners	 and	 policymakers	 is	 the	importance	 of	 staying	 up	 to	 date	 with	 the	 most	 recent	 Australian	 research	 on	repartnering	 by	 parents	 across	 a	 range	 of	 circumstances.	 Disseminating	 the	findings	of	the	present	study	through	journal	publications,	conference	papers	and	the	media	is	a	critical	part	of	the	next	phase	of	this	study.		
Insight	 2:	 Socio-economic	 characteristics	 are	 important	 repartnering	 determinants	
but	are	likely	to	operate	differently	for	mothers	and	fathers.	Full-time	 employment	 and	 home	 ownership	 were	 found	 to	 be	 particularly	important	 for	paternal	 repartnering.	Working	 full-time	was	 likely	 to	 increase	 the	odds	of	repartnering	for	fathers	in	a	number	of	ways.		First,	full-time	employment	may	 reflect	 a	 range	 of	 desirable	 personal	 qualities	 associated	 with	 financial	security	 and	 in	 combination,	 these	 qualities	 may	 positively	 influence	 fathers’	attractiveness	 to	potential	new	partners.	 	The	 finding	 that	owning	or	purchasing	their	home	also	 significantly	 improved	 the	 likelihood	of	 repartnering	 for	 fathers,	
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further	 supports	 the	 assumption	 that	 characteristics	 representative	 of	 economic	stability	may	be	 important	and	appealing	to	potential	new	partners	and	 improve	the	odds	of	repartnering	for	employed	men	(Sweeney,	1997).		
In	addition,	full-time	employment	may	enhance	opportunities	to	develop	new	relationships	 by	 providing	 settings	 in	 which	 they	 can	 be	 established.	 Prior	research	 examining	 the	 role	 of	workplace	 participation	 in	 terms	 of	 repartnering	found	 support	 for	 a	 social	 rather	 than	economic	perspective	 to	 employment	 and	new	union	formation	for	men	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003).	 	Better	socio-economic	circumstances	of	men,	afforded	by	 full-time	employment,	were	shown	to	provide	more	opportunities	for	finding	a	new	partner,	with	participation	in	the	workforce	acting	as	a	conduit	for	social	interactions	(de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003).	Employment	is	 also	 likely	 to	 position	 men	 in	 a	 higher	 economic	 category	 in	 which	 they	 are	better	 situated	 to	 negotiate	 and	 sustain	 the	 search	 for	 suitable	 new	 spouses	(Birrell	&	Rapson,	1998;	de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003).			
For	 mothers,	 a	 different	 picture	 emerged.	 The	 odds	 of	 repartnering	 were	significantly	 lower	 for	 mothers	 reliant	 on	 government	 benefits	 as	 their	 main	source	of	household	income.	By	contrast,	the	odds	of	repartnering	were	larger	for	mothers	 with	 higher	 annual	 incomes	 when	 differences	 between	 households,	 in	terms	 of	 relational	 composition	 (household	 membership/residency)	 and	 living	costs	 (home	 ownership),	 were	 controlled.	 This	 suppressor	 effect	 suggests	homeownership	 and	 living	 with	 other	 family	 members	 potentially	 mediate	 the	influence	 of	 annual	 income	 on	 repartnering	 for	mothers.	 These	 findings	 provide	some	support	for	the	importance	of	financial	resources	in	new	union	development,	though	not	in	the	way	predicted	by	economic	theories	of	relationship	formation	–	which	predict	women	with	 lower	earning	capacities	are	more	 likely	 to	 form	new	
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relationships	 and	women	with	 greater	 economic	 resources	 (and	 therefore	more	choice	and	autonomy)	less	likely.		
Mothers	 reliant	 on	 government	 benefits	may	 be	 both	 socially	marginalised	with	fewer	opportunities	to	meet	new	partners	but	also	less	inclined	to	repartner	men	 in	 similar	 economic	 circumstances	 and	 risk	 government	 entitlements	 that	provide	 a	 certain	 level	 of	 economic	 and	psychological	 independence	 (de	Graaf	&	Kalmijn,	2003;	Poortman	&	Hewitt,	2015).	Another	perspective	suggests	 that	 the	government	 payment	 and	 child	 support	 system	 in	 Australia	 provides	 effective	transitional	support	for	separating	women	and,	in	doing	so,	allows	women	to	take	time	to	recover	from	relationship	breakdown	before	repartnering	(Fisher,	2015).		
Recent	 European	 research	 examining	 new	 union	 formation	 in	 a	 sample	 of	separated	Dutch	adults	provides	another	potential	explanation	for	the	relationship	between	 the	 receipt	 of	 government	 benefits	 and	 the	 decreased	 likelihood	 of	repartnering	 for	 women.	 	 In	 this	 study,	 distinctions	 between	 remarriage	 and	cohabitation	 found	 that	 the	 negative	 repartnering	 effect	 of	 receiving	 welfare	payments	for	women	was	restricted	to	re-marriage	as	opposed	to	cohabitation	(de	Graff	 &	 Kilmijn,	 2003).	 	 The	 authors	 concluded	 that	 remarriage–cohabitation	differentials	are	 likely	 influenced	by	relevant	welfare	policies	as	only	 remarriage	has	the	potential	to	alter	welfare	payments	in	the	Netherlands	(de	Graff	&	Kilmijn,	2003;	Poortman	&	Hewitt,	 2015).	 	At	 the	 time	 the	 study	was	 conducted,	welfare	and	alimony	payments	were	portable	to	new	relationships	only	if	the	new	couple	remained	unmarried	 in	 the	Netherlands.	 	 In	Australia,	 the	receipt	of	government	benefits	is	likely	to	be	impacted	by	repartnering	irrespective	of	the	formal	status	of	new	 relationships.	 This	 is	 because	 Australian	 policies	 treat	 ‘marriage-like’	relationships	the	same	as	marriage.	
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Indeed	an	understanding	of	Australian	family	policy	is	critical	in	interpreting	how	 the	 effect	 of	 receiving	 government	 benefits	 on	 repartnering	 in	 Australia	 is	likely	to	transpire.		In	terms	of	Australian	family	policy,	the	Department	of	Human	Services	defines	a	‘partner’	as	someone	a	person	is	currently	living	with,	or	usually	lives	with,	 in	 either	 a	married,	 de	 facto,	 or	 registered	 couple	 relationship	 (DHS,	2013).	 	As	a	new	partner	will	be	required	 to	contribute	 information	 to	eligibility	and	 income	 tests	 associated	 with	 family	 payments,	 new	 live-in,	 couple	relationships	 are	 likely	 to	 affect	 the	 government	 benefits	 received	 by	 previously	single	parents	in	a	number	of	ways.		For	example,	shared	household	incomes	and	assets	contribute	to	the	determination	of	parenting	payments	and	family	benefits,	narrow	the	eligibility	requirements	for	particular	types	of	payments,	and	alter	the	total	 amount	 a	 person	 can	 be	 paid	 (DHS,	 2013).	 	 If	 a	 parent	 is	 reliant	 on	government	 benefits	 and	 enters	 into	 a	 new	 relationship,	 he	 or	 she	 is	 likely	 to	compromise	the	level	of	government	benefits	available	to	them,	and	therefore	risk	losing	or	 reducing	 their	 financial	 autonomy	 (Hughes,	2000).	All	 of	 this	 is	 further	complicated	 by	 the	 latest	 changes	 to	 Family	 Tax	 Benefits	 flagged	 in	 the	 2015	Federal	 Budget,	 and	 still	 under	 consideration	 by	 the	 Senate.	Whichever	way	 the	changes	go,	separated	parents	reliant	on	government	income	support	are	likely	to	be	under	increasing	financial	pressure.	
Family	 policies	 and	 legislation	 can	 thus	 play	 an	 important	 role	 in	 the	repartnering	 behaviour	 of	 recently	 separated	 mothers	 by	 introducing	 financial	disincentives	 that	 impact	 their	 economic	 independence	 (Carlson	 et	 al.,	 2004).	Mothers,	 however,	may	 compensate	 for	 the	 influence	 of	 policies	 associated	with	government	 provided	 income	by	maintaining	 unofficial,	 non-live-in	 relationships	for	longer	periods	of	time.	
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Indeed,	 a	 significant	 proportion	 of	 participants	 in	 a	 UK	 qualitative	 study	examining	the	role	of	parenthood	in	the	repartnering	process	favoured	future	non-co-resident	relationships	over	cohabitation	or	re-marriage	because	of	parenting	or	financial	related	concerns	(Lampard	&	Peggs,	1999).	 	Lampard	and	Peggs	(1999)	went	on	to	suggest	that	over	time,	parents	may	adjust	to	a	non-co-resident	lifestyle	and	 become	 progressively	 less	 likely	 to	 formalise	 their	 relationship	 via	cohabitation	or	remarriage	(Lampard	&	Peggs,	1999).			
The	above	phenomenon	is	often	referred	to	as		‘living-apart-together’	(LAT),	whereby	 partners	 maintain	 separate	 household	 and	 finances	 and	 share	households	 on	 an	 intermittent	 or	 temporary	 basis	 (de	 Jong	 Gierveld,	 2004;	Reimondos,	Evans,	&	Gray,	2011).	LAT	relationships	are	becoming	an	increasingly	popular	option	for	separated	adults,	particularly	for	people	older	than	59	years,	for	individuals	who	have	experienced	multiple	previous	union	dissolutions,	and	single	parents	(de	Jong	Gierveld,	2004;	Reimondos	et	al.,	2011),	 though	recent	research	suggests	 these	relationships	may	be	 less	satisfying	 than	marriage	and	cohabiting	relationships	 (Tai,	 Baxter,	 &	 Hewitt,	 2014).	 However,	 studies	 investigating	 why	having	 prior	 children	 or	 restrictive	 economic	 circumstances	 influence	 the	likelihood	 of	 living-apart-together	 are	 limited	 (Reimondos	 et	 al.,	 2011).	 The	present	 study’s	 findings	 suggest	 that	 broadening	 the	 conceptual	 framework	 of	repartnering	 research	 by	 distinguishing	 between	 remarriage,	 cohabiting	 and	living-apart-together	 couple	 relationships	 might	 provide	 a	 more	 nuanced	understanding	of	the	role	that	economic	factors	and	family	policies	play	in	shaping	repartnering	behaviour	patterns	–	particularly	for	mothers.			
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Insight	 3:	 Extended	 family	 relationships	 can	 negatively	 influence	 repartnering	
potentials	for	both	fathers	and	mothers.			In	 the	 present	 study,	 separated	 parents	 in	 households	 that	 included	 extended	family	members	had	significantly	lower	odds	of	repartnering	than	households	not	containing	extended	 family	members.	Although	 it	was	not	possible	with	 the	data	available	 to	 describe	 the	 exact	 nature	 or	 context	 of	 the	 relationship	 between	separated	 parents	 and	 the	 family	 members	 with	 whom	 they	 live,	 a	 number	 of	possible	explanations	for	this	pattern	suggest	themselves.			
Having	 other	 family	 members	 reside	 in	 separated	 parent	 households	 may	reduce	 the	 need	 or	 desire	 to	 repartner	 by	 providing	 additional	 household	resources	 (including	 emotional	 support	 through	 companionship),	 and	 economic	benefits	via	 their	 financial	contributions	 to	household	expenses.	 	 In	combination,	the	 threshold	 of	 the	 perceived	 relative	 benefits	 of	 repartnering	 may	 be	 raised	sufficiently	 to	 render	 repartnering	 less	 viable.	 	 By	 contrast,	 if	 resident	 family	members	 are	 also	 financially,	 emotionally,	 or	 physically	 dependent	 on	 the	separated	parent,	their	presence	may	operate	as	an	impediment	to	repartnering	by	increasing	the	emotional	and	economic	burden	of	the	single	parent.	 	 In	a	manner	similar	to	parenting	responsibilities,	family	members	may	present	as	an	additional	responsibility	 (or	 burden)	 for	 single	 parents,	 further	 weakening	 their	attractiveness	to	potential	new	partners,	and	restricting	access	and	opportunities	to	 develop	 new	 relationships.	 	 Unlike	 children	who	 often	 share	 residences	with	both	parents,	extended	family	obligations	may	be	more	enduring	and	emotionally	complex	arrangements	for	separated	parents	–	especially	fathers.			Improved	understanding	of	the	ways	in	which	other	family	members	(in	and	out	 of	 the	 household)	 might	 mediate	 or	 moderate	 repartnering	 behaviour	 is	needed.		
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Insight	4:	Repartnering	may	be	influenced	by	the	co-parental	dynamic.		The	association	between	post-separation	co-parental	relationships	and	new	union	formation	has	not	been	extensively	examined.	The	finding	that	the	new	unions	of	former	partners	 significantly	 increase	 the	 likelihood	of	 repartnering	 for	mothers	provides	 some	 support	 for	 the	 utility	 of	 examining	 the	 role	 of	 co-parental	relationships	 for	 repartnering	potentials.	 	As	 far	as	 I	 am	aware,	 former	partners’	relationship	 status	 has	 not	 been	 previously	 explored	 in	 terms	 of	 repartnering	patterns	but	 it	 is	speculated	that	 this	 factor	 is	 likely	 to	affect	repartnering	via	 its	influence	on	co-parental	relationships.		
Given	that	no	effect	was	found	for	fathers,	a	preliminary	–	and	very	tentative	–	 explanation	 to	 account	 for	 this	 finding	 is	 that	mothers	may	be	 sensitive	 to	 the	nature	 of	 the	 continuing,	 post-separation	 relationship	 with	 their	 child’s	 other	parent.		When	former	partners	form	new	unions,	this	may	explicitly	signify	the	end	of	 the	 previous	 relationship	 in	 a	more	 tangible	 or	 salient	manner	 than	 perhaps	physical	 separation	 and/or	 formal	 divorce	 per	 se.	 New	 relationships	 also	 bring	other	 significant	 adults	 into	 the	 lives	 of	 children	 and	 likely	 alter	 the	 emotional	climate	 between	 former	 partners.	 In	 addition,	 women	 also	 tend	 to	 take	 more	responsibility	 for	 relationships	 and	 are	 also	more	 likely	 than	men	 to	 initiate	 the	separation.	If	their	former	partner	repartners,	this	may	alleviate	some	of	the	guilt	associated	with	ending	the	former	relationship.	 In	combination	these	events	may	modify	 maternal	 attitudes,	 and	 possibly	 provide	 a	 sense	 of	 ‘closure’	 that	 allow	mothers	 to	move	 into	 their	 own	 new	 unions	 (with	 the	 exception	 of	 a	 small	 but	significant	 group	 of	 mothers	 stuck	 in	 enduring	 high-conflict	 cases).	 	 Further	exploratory	 studies	 examining	 the	 role	 of	 the	 co-parental	 relationship	 for	repartnering	 behaviour	 is	warranted	 given	 the	 importance	 of	 both	 constructs	 to	family	wellbeing.		
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The	present	study	also	found	that	living	close	to	former	partners	reduced	the	odds	of	repartnering.	While	it	is	possible	that	a	greater	distance	between	parental	households	might	act	to	increase	independence	and	autonomy	thereby	facilitating	repartnering	 supportive	 attitudes	 and	 behaviour,	 supplementary	 analyses	(available	 on	 request)	 indicate	 that	 repartnering	 is	 positively	 correlated	 with	distance	 between	 parental	 households.	 Put	 simply,	 repartnering	 often	 leads	 to	greater	physical	 distances	between	parents.	This	makes	perfect	 sense,	 of	 course,	especially	in	the	Australian	context	where	the	bulk	of	the	population	live	in	a	small	number	of	Eastern	(and	South	Western)	coastal	cities	separated	by	great	distances	(Smyth,	et	al.,	2014).	
Summary	By	extending	 the	range	of	variables	beyond	the	widely	examined	socio-economic	characteristics	 of	 previous	 repartnering	 research,	 the	 results	 from	 the	 present	study	 indicate	 that	 predicting	 who	 is	 more	 likely	 to	 repartner	 and	 when,	 is	potentially	more	complex	than	suggested	by	the	economic	and	social	relationship	formation	 theories.	 	 Distinguishing	 between	 maternal	 and	 paternal	 new	 union	formation	suggests	that	the	individual,	family,	household,	and	social	determinants	of	 repartnering	 are	 likely	 to	 operate	 via	 multiple	 and	 at	 times	 competing	theoretical	mechanisms	 that	 are	 likely	 to	 be	 best	 accommodated	 and	 structured	within	an	ecological	framework.		
11.2	Repartnering:	Risks	and	Benefits	Is	repartnering	beneficial	for	or	harmful	to	families?	Or	potentially	both?	This	is	a	complex	question.		From	an	adult’s	point	of	view,	new	relationships	typically	help	create	 a	 sense	 of	 meaning	 and	 purpose,	 and	 improve	 both	 the	 quality	 and	satisfaction	 of	 life	 in	 general.	 Parent	 wellbeing	 has	 implications	 for	 children’s	
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wellbeing	 and	 is	 perceived	 by	 many	 as	 fundamental	 to	 child	 adjustment	 and	development.	That	said,	it	is	generally	in	children’s	best	interest	to	be	parented	by	both	parents,	 and	new	partners	may	 compromise	one	or	both	parents’	 ability	 to	parent	well.	Repartnering	thus	has	potential	benefits	and	risks	for	families.	
According	 to	 the	 literature,	new	relationships	 can	make	distinct	 and	 clear	beneficial	 contributions	 to	 an	 array	 of	 emotional	 and	 financial	 supports	 for	parents,	the	so-called	‘building	blocks’	for	overall	 individual	wellbeing.	 	However,	when	 the	 focus	 shifts	 to	 broader	 relational	 measures,	 the	 picture	 becomes	somewhat	 less	clear.	The	present	study’s	results	offer	some	clarity.	Repartnering	has	several	significant	and	immediate	benefits	for	parents	in	terms	of	health,	social	and	economic	resources.	 	However,	as	 families	adjust	and	adapt	 to	new	parental	partners,	 parent–child	 relationships,	 co-parenting	 dynamics,	 and	 parenting	practices	are	likely	to	be	impacted,	at	least	in	the	short-term.		
11.2.1	Potential	Repartnering	Risks		Even	where	parents	try	to	maintain	an	ongoing	business-like	working	relationship	with	 their	 co-parent	 for	 the	 sake	of	 their	 children,	 adapting	 to	 changes	 in	 family	function	and	form	post-separation	is	likely	to	present	on-going	challenges	to	family	dynamics	 and	 parental	 involvement.	 The	 bivariate	 longitudinal	 patterns	 in	 the	present	study	illustrated	possible	 links	between	repartnering	and	shifts	 in	 family	dynamics	and	parental	 involvement,	and	more	rigorous	multivariate	examination	was	implemented	in	order	to	account	for	possible	selection	bias	effects	and	clarify	the	manner	in	which	new	unions	may,	at	least	to	some	extent,	be	linked	to	shifts	in	family	dynamics	and	parental	involvement	with	four	significant	risks	emerging.		
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Family	Dynamics	
Potential	 Risk	 1.	 There	 is	 the	 potential	 for	 new	 cohabiting	 partners	 to	 have	 a	
significant	 negative	 effect	 on	 the	 relationship	 mothers	 have	 with	 their	 child,	
irrespective	of	post-separation	parenting	arrangements.			Mothers	who	 had	 repartnered	were	 less	 likely	 to	 describe	 the	 relationship	with	their	 child	 as	 close	 or	 very	 close	 when	 compared	 to	 mothers	 who	 did	 not	repartner.	 This	 finding	 supports	 previous	 research	 that	 showed	 maternal	 new	unions	have	the	potential	to	increase	the	complexity	of	the	mother–child	dynamic	(Hetherington	&	Stanley-Hagan,	2002).		
Competing	 interests	 associated	 with	 new	 partnerships	 may	 compromise	maternal	 investments	 of	 time	 and	 resources	 into	 the	 lives	 of	 their	 children	(Gibson-Davis,	 2008;	 Strohschein,	 2005).	 New	 partners	 have	 the	 potential	 to	interrupt	 parenting	 regimes,	 shift	 maternal	 attention,	 and	 disrupt	 maternal	emotional	investments	in	children	(Amato	&	Booth,	1996;	Beck	et	al.,	2010;	Bray	&	Berger	1993).	 Incorporating	new	maternal	partners	 into	 the	 lives	of	 (most	often	resident)	 children	 usually	 also	 requires	 ongoing	 renegotiation	 and	 consultation	regarding	 family	 roles	 and	 responsibilities,	 a	 process	 that	 can	 be	 difficult	 to	implement	 successfully	 (Ahrons,	 2007;	 Bray	 &	 Berger,	 1993;	 Cartwright,	 2005;	Fine	et	al.,	1998;	Ganong	&	Coleman,	2004;	Pryor,	2008;	Pryor	&	Rodgers,	2001;	Smith,	2008).	The	apparent	decline	in	maternal	parent–child	relationships	found	in	the	present	study	 is	a	potentially	 important	 line	of	 inquiry	 for	 future	research	to	follow.	
However,	 it	 is	 important	 to	remember	that	 the	Child	Support	Reform	Study	on	 which	 the	 present	 study	 is	 based	 followed	 parent–child	 dynamics	 for	 a	relatively	short	period	following	repartnering	(less	than	five	years).	Over	the	long-term,	 the	 impact	 of	 new	 cohabiting	 partners	 on	 maternal	 engagement	 with	
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children	may	 not	 endure	 (Gibson	 &	 Davis,	 2008;	 King,	 2008;	 Smith,	 2008)	with	research	 suggesting	 that	 despite	 a	 short-term	 disruption	 to	 family	 functioning,	over	 the	 long-term	 the	 quality	 of	 the	 relationship	 between	 children	 and	 their	mothers	appears	relatively	resilient	(Cartwright,	2008;	King,	2009;	Smith,	2008).		
Potential	Risk	2.	Co-parental	communication	about	their	child	may	decline	following	
parental	repartnering.	As	 suggested	 by	 the	 ‘joint	 parental	 management’	 models	 proposed	 by	 Feinberg	(2003)	and	 introduced	 in	Chapter	4,	 co-parenting	 typically	 involves	a	number	of	interrelated	 or	 overlapping	 systems,	 which,	 as	 a	 collective,	 work	 to	 ensure	 that	both	 parents	 can	 contribute	 to	 their	 child’s	 development	 post-separation.	 The	parental	alliance	focuses	on	a	diverse	range	of	factors	important	to	child	wellbeing	including	behavioural	expectations	and	discipline,	academic	standards,	values	and	beliefs,	and	extend	to	child-related	tasks	associated	with	childcare	and	housework.	Fundamental	to	these	negotiations	 is	the	perceived	support	parents	receive	from	each	other	 in	 relation	 to	 their	 competency	and	ability	 to	 contribute	 to	parenting	decisions.	 This	 support	 is	 often	 sensitive	 to	 the	 communication	 and	 interaction	patterns	that	are	established	and	maintained	between	parents	post-separation.		
Communication	is	important	in	all	relationships,	but	appears	to	be	especially	important	 within	 co-parenting	 relationships	 post-separation	 as	 it	 helps	 clarify	expectations,	 feelings,	and	concerns	regarding	child-rearing	decisions.	 In	general,	parenting	agreements	are	 transitory,	beneficial	usually	until	 the	child	and/or	 the	parenting	 circumstances	 change,	 therefore	 effective	 child-centric	 communication	must	be	able	to	respond	to	changes	in	routines,	parenting	practices	and	lifestyles.		Maintaining	 effective	 communication	 between	 parents	 is	 necessary	 since	ultimately	 it	 will	 likely	 nurture	 flexibility	 and	 sustain	 co-parental	 support.	 New	partners	 can	 introduce	 new	 vulnerabilities	 into	 sometimes	 tenuous	 and	 often	
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ambiguous	separated	family	relationships	(Braithwaite	et	al.,	2003;	Coleman	et	al.,	2000;	Hetherington	&	Stanley-Hagan,	2002;	Schrodt	et	al.,	2006;	Sweeney,	2010).	
At	a	time	when	effective	communication	between	separated	parents	is	likely	to	be	critical	for	family	and	child	adjustment	(Braithwaite	et	al.,	2003),	the	results	of	 the	 present	 study	 indicate	 that	 for	most	 families,	 co-parental	 communication	can	 falter	 when	 new	 parental	 relationships	 are	 established.	 Both	 mothers	 and	fathers	reported	significant	declines	in	communication	about	their	child	following	repartnering.	While	the	literature	finds	that	co-parental	communication	is	likely	to	naturally	 decline	 over	 time	 as	 people	 get	 on	 with	 their	 lives,	 the	 fixed	 effects	models	in	the	present	study	were	able	to	control	for	stable	characteristics	such	as	duration	of	separation.	That	said,	there	is	nonetheless	benefit	in	further	exploring	the	link	between	repartnering	and	diminished	communication.			
A	 decline	 in	 communication	 can	 occur	 when	 either	 parent	 forms	 a	 new	cohabiting	relationship.	Accumulation	effects	may	therefore	exacerbate	the	impact	of	 repartnering	 on	 co-parental	 interactions	 if	 both	 parents	 repartner	 within	relatively	short	periods	of	each	other.	This	study	also	found	negative	modifications	to	 communication	 patterns	 were	 more	 acutely	 experienced	 by	 shared-time	mothers	when	 either	 they	 or	 their	 former	 partner	 repartnered.	 Because	 parents	with	 shared-time	 arrangements	 are	 more	 likely	 than	 those	 with	 other	arrangements	to	communicate	regularly,	these	co-parent	dynamics	are	likely	to	be	particularly	sensitive	to	shifts	in	parenting	relationships	and	priorities.		
Given	 that	 cooperative	 co-parenting	 is	 closely	 linked	 with	 both	 quality	parenting	and	strong,	enduring	relationships	between	children	and	their	parents,	maintaining	 co-operation	 and	 communication	 is	 important	 for	 long-term	 child	wellbeing.	 	 When	 parents	 no	 longer	 share	 households,	 maintaining	 channels	
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through	 which	 information	 about	 the	 day-to-day	 routines	 and	 decisions	concerning	 children	 is	 communicated	 effectively,	 and	 co-parental	 conflict	 is	minimised,	 can	 be	 challenging.	 While	 infrequent	 communication	 may	 reduce	conflict,	 it	 can	 also	 culminate	 in	 inadequate	 co-ordination	 of	 child	 related	 issues	and	compromise	the	ability	of	both	parents	to	contribute	 important	child-related	decisions.		
Potential	 Risk	 3.	 Co-parental	 quality	 may	 be	 negatively	 impacted	 following	
repartnering.	The	 finding	 that	 fathers’	 new	 relationships	 were	 negatively	 related	 to	 maternal	perceptions	of	co-parental	 friendliness	and	cooperativeness	 is	 likely	 the	result	of	modifications	to	several	individual	and	relational	processes	including,	as	discussed	previously,	co-parental	communication.	Miller	(2009)	has	suggested	new	partners	of	former	spouses	may	present	as	significant	threats	to	individual	concepts	of	self	worth	 and	 self	 esteem.	 Separated	 parents	 often	 report	 concerns	 associated	with	being	 ‘replaced’	 by	 the	 co-parent’s	 new	 partner,	 as	 well	 as	 the	 potential	 loss	 of	parenting	 authority	 (Miller,	 2009).	 To	 guard	 against	 these	 self-identity	 ‘threats’,	parents	may	engage	in	a	variety	of	behaviours	to	protect	themselves,	or	their	co-parent,	 from	 further	 harm.	 Rather	 than	 intensify	 conflict	 and	 confrontational	behaviour,	passive	aggressive	techniques	or	‘coping	strategies’	may	allow	parents	to	 emotionally	 disengage	 by	 ‘turning	 off’	 or	 ‘shutting	 down’	 co-parental	communication	 and	 interactions.	 This	may	 ultimately	 compromise	 the	 quality	 of	the	co-parent	relationship.			
Collectively,	the	results	of	the	present	study	exploring	family	dynamics	after	repartnering	 are	 indicative	 of	 distinct	 changes	 to	 interactions	 between	 parents.	These	 changes	 were	 particularly	 salient	 for	 mothers,	 who	 were	 more	 likely	 to	report	variations	 in	co-parental	co-operation	associated	with	repartnering.	Given	
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the	 importance	 of	 an	 efficient,	 collaborative	 co-parent	 relationship	 for	 family	functioning	 and	 child	 development,	 there	 is	 value	 in	 exploring	 the	 minutiae	 of	repartnered	co-parent	dynamics	in	future	research.		
Parental	Involvement	
Potential	Risk	4.	New	cohabiting	paternal	relationships	may	be	negatively	associated	
with	non-resident	fathers’	participation	in	regular,	overnight	care	of	children.	Paternal	repartnering	was	found	to	be	associated	with	a	decline	in	fathers’	regular,	overnight	 care	 of	 children.	 	 Although	 not	 significant,	 the	 negative	 direction	 of	mothers’	 reports	 of	 paternal	 involvement	 following	 paternal	 repartnering	supports	 these	 findings.	 In	 contrast,	 neither	 mothers	 nor	 fathers	 reported	 that	maternal	repartnering	was	likely	to	influence	frequency	of	overnight	care	fathers	provide	for	children.	Unlike	prior	research	in	the	US	context	(Berger	et	al.,	2012),	maternal	repartnering	did	not	predict	parental	involvement	by	fathers	across	any	of	 the	 three	 dimensions:	 regular	 overnight	 care,	 child	 support	 compliance,	 and	provision	of	informal	child	support.	
The	 latter	 finding	 supports	 previous	 research	 examining	 post-separation	fatherhood	across	a	range	of	 typically	North	American	populations	 that	conclude	non-resident	 fathers’	new	unions	are	associated	with	a	 reduction	 in	 the	quantity	and	 quality	 of	 paternal	 involvement	 with	 children	 (Carlson	 et	 al.,	 2008;	 Flouri,	2006;	Gibson-Davis,	2008;	Manning	&	Smock,	1999;	Seltzer,	1991;	Stephens,	1996;	Stewart,	 1999;	 Swiss	 &	 Le	 Bourdais,	 2009).	 By	 employing	 a	 robust	 analytical	strategy	 that	 controls	 for	 biases	 associated	 with	 stable	 characteristics	 of	participants	who	do	or	do	not	repartner,	the	findings	also	imply	that	the	reduction	in	paternal	parenting	 time	associated	with	 the	 formation	of	new	 relationships	 is	not	moderated	by	 the	duration	of	 separation	or	 the	 length	of	 time	 fathers	 spend	
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living	with	their	child	prior	to	separation	–	as	suggested	by	life	course	theories	and	previous	studies	(Juby	et	al.,	2007).	
The	 social-parenting	 perspective	 of	 repartnering	 proposed	 by	 Stephens	(1996)	and	discussed	in	Chapter	3	offers	a	potential	explanation	for	the	decline	in	paternal	 involvement	 following	 new	 union	 formation.	 This	 theory	 suggests	 that	fathers	may	 realign	 their	 affective	 and	 temporal	 priorities	 towards	 new	 families	following	repartnering	(Kalmijn,	2015).	By	controlling	for	factors	previously	found	to	influence	paternal	parenting	time	(such	as	investments	in	former	relationships,	residential	 relocation,	 and	 availability	 of	 appropriate	 economic	 resources)	 the	findings	 of	 this	 study	 suggest	 fathers	 appear	 to	 respond	 to	 the	 competing	obligations	 and	 preferences	 of	 new	partners	 by	 reducing	 the	 proportion	 of	 time	they	care	for	their	children.			
However,	 alternative	 explanations	 for	 the	 decline	 in	 paternal	 parenting	cannot	 be	 excluded.	 In	 particular,	 the	 potential	 role	 children	 (especially	 older	children)	play	 in	determining	post-separation	parenting	arrangements	cannot	be	underestimated.	Children	may	 react	 to	new	partners	by	withdrawing	 from	usual	schedules	 and	 routines	 particularly	 if	 they	 feel	 uncomfortable	 with	 changed	parental	 relationships.	 This	 withdrawal	 may	 decrease	 the	 ability	 of	 parents	(particularly	non-resident	parents)	 to	remain	actively	 involved	 in	children’s	 lives	following	new	relationship	formation.		
Previous	research	also	 found	 that	 fathers	often	blame	 their	 former	spouses	for	limiting	the	time	they	are	able	to	spend	and	interact	with	their	children	(Miller,	2009).	 New	 paternal	 partners	 may	 negatively	 influence	 mothers’	 attitudes	associated	with	supporting	and	maintaining	paternal	involvement	with	children.	If	mothers	perceive	that	the	new	paternal	partner	has	the	potential	to	threaten	their	
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own	 parenting	 role,	 or	 impact	 negatively	 on	 their	 child’s	 wellbeing,	 they	 may	hinder	paternal	involvement	via	exclusion	from	child-related	decisions	and	access	to	 children	 using	 what	 is	 commonly	 referred	 to	 as	 ‘gate-keeping’	 behaviours	(Kamp	Dush	et	al.,	2011).	
Having	 previously	 established	 that	 repartnering	 can	 potentially	 result	 in	 a	decline	 in	 co-parental	 communication	and	 co-operation,	 the	 flow	on	effects	 from	this	reduction	in	the	quality	of	the	co-parental	dynamic	is	likely	to	impact	paternal	involvement	 in	 child	 related	 decisions	 including	 participation	 in	 the	 day-to-day	lives	 of	 children.	 	 Given	 the	 distinct	 shift	 in	 parenting	 practices	 evidenced	 for	fathers	following	repartnering,	it	is	likely	that	a	number	of	concurrent	mechanisms	are	 in	 play.	 Fathers	 are	 likely	 to	 invest	 their	 limited	 temporal	 and	 emotional	resources	into	new	relationships	at	the	expense	of	commitments	to	children.	At	the	same	 time,	 mothers	 may	 be	 less	 motivated	 to	 support	 paternal	 involvement	 –	thereby	restricting	interactions	of	children	with	their	father	and	his	new	partner	at	least	initially.	Therefore	changes	in	paternal	parental	involvement	associated	with	repartnering	 may	 be	 a	 consequence	 of	 both	 voluntary	 changes	 in	 paternal	involvement	 as	well	 as	 so-called	 ‘maternal	 gatekeeping’	 behaviours	 –	 once	 again	highlighting	the	at	time	close	but	complex	associations	between	repartnering	and	family	functioning.	
11.2.2	Potential	Repartnering	Benefits	As	 highlighted	 in	 the	 repartnering	 literature,	 repartnering	 has	 potential	 benefits	for	 families,	 particularly	 parents,	 following	 separation.	 The	 present	 study	identified	several	 important	advantages	associated	with	 repartnering	 including	a	reduction	 in	 co-parent	 conflict	 and	 improved	 parent	 wellbeing.	 These	 are	 now	briefly	discussed.		
		 	 249	
	
Potential	Benefit	1.	Repartnering	may	be	associated	with	a	reduction	in	co-parental	
conflict	experienced	by	mothers.	Repartnered	mothers	were	less	likely	than	single	mothers	to	report	high	levels	of	co-parental	 conflict.	 Several	 possible	 explanations	 suggest	 themselves.	 There	 is	general	 consensus	 in	 the	 repartnering	 literature	 that	 new	maternal	 partners	 are	likely	 to	 positively	 impact	 the	 socio-economic	 resources	 available	 to	 mothers.		These	improvements	to	financial	and	emotional	confidence	may	alleviate	the	need	for	continuing	negotiation	between	mothers	and	 their	 former	partners	over	day-to-day	 and	 household	 issues.	 By	 avoiding	 unnecessary	 exchanges,	 repartnered	mothers	 may	 seek	 to	 minimise	 conflict	 in	 order	 to	 protect	 themselves	 from	escalating	 conflict,	 or	 their	 children	 and	 former	partners	 from	 further	 emotional	hurt,	or	both.		
While	a	reduction	in	hostilities	may	be	viewed	as	a	positive	consequence	for	repartnered	mothers,	 this	study	found	that	declines	 in	conflict	are	 likely	to	occur	alongside	 a	 corresponding	 reduction	 in	 regular	 co-parental	 communication	 (see	11.2.1.	 Potential	 Repartnering	 Risks).	 Previous	 studies	 have	 found	mothers	who	had	formed	new	relationships	were	less	motivated	to	include	their	former	partner	in	decisions	concerning	children	(Bronte-Tinkew	&	Horowitz,	2010;	Ganong	et	al.,	2011;	Kamp	Dush	et	al.,	2011).	It	is	likely	that	the	reduction	in	conflict	as	reported	by	mothers	 in	 part	 reflect	 the	 deterioration	 in	 co-parental	 communication	 along	with	both	friendly	and	antagonistic	contact	 following	repartnering	(Fischer	et	al.,	2005).			
Therefore,	benefits	to	highly	conflictual	families	may	come	at	the	expense	of	developing	 or	 maintaining	 supportive,	 flexible,	 and	 consistent	 co-parenting	communication,	 which	 in	 turn	 facilitates	 parenting	 arrangements	 that	 are	responsive	 and	 accommodating	 of	 children’s	 developing	 needs	 (Linker	 et	 al.,	
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1999).	 A	 recent	 qualitative	 study	 supports	 this	 assumption.	 	 Miller	 (2009)	reported	 that	 most	 participants	 responded	 to	 their	 co-parent’s	 new	 partner	 by	decreasing	 communication	 and	 limiting	 disclosures,	 perhaps	 in	 the	 hope	 of	preventing	any	conflict	from	escalating.	However,	this	shift	in	co-parent	dynamics	is	also	likely	to	restrict	the	amount,	type,	and	quality	of	information	parents	share	concerning	their	children,	and	potentially	their	ability	to	co-parent	well.	
Following	repartnering,	the	co-parent	relationship	may	transfer	into	a	more	‘parallel”	 parenting	 dynamic	 –	 typified	 by	 minimal	 communication,	 minimal	conflict	 and	 emotional	 disengagement	 (Hetherington	 and	 Stanley-Hagan,	 2002;	Kelly,	2007;	Maccoby	et	al.,	1990).	Parallel	parenting	arrangements	where	decision	making	and	parenting	time	are	clearly	articulated	and	agreed	upon,	and	effective	parenting	 occurs	 in	 both	 homes,	 can	 promote	 child	 resiliency	 and	 wellbeing	(Hetherington	 and	 Stanley	 Hagan,	 2002;	 Kelly,	 2007;	 Maccoby	 et	 al.,	 1990;	Maccoby	&	Mnookin,	1992).	However,	whilst	parallel	co-parenting	post-separation	is	likely	to	reduce	conflict,	the	associated	reduction	in	communication	may	impede	children’s	adjustment	to	further	family	stress	(Bray	&	Berger,	1993).	
Potential	 Benefit	 2.	 New	 relationships	 can	 benefit	 parents	 across	 a	 range	 of	
wellbeing	(economic,	emotional	and	physical	health)	dimensions.	The	present	study’s	results	suggest	that	repartnering	after	separation	may	confer	a	range	 of	 benefits	 for	 parents,	 particularly	 separated	mothers.	 	 Parents’	 lives	 are	often	 enriched	 following	 repartnering,	 as	 evident	 across	 a	 range	 of	 wellbeing	domains	 including	 those	 related	 to	 physical	 and	 emotional	 health,	 household	economies,	and	life	satisfaction.		
Overall,	 the	 present	 study’s	 findings	 are	 consistent	 with	 prior	 literature	examining	the	positive	impact	of	remarriage	or	marriage-like	relationships	and	the	
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importance	of	stable,	secure	personal	relations	for	wellbeing	following	separation	or	 divorce	 (Gray	 et	 al.,	 2011;	 Hughes	 &	 Waite,	 2009;	 Marks	 &	 Lambert,	 1998;	Williams	 &	 Umberson,	 2004).	 New	 parent	 relationships	 are	 important	 for	 both	mothers	and	fathers.	Only	one	gender	disparity	emerged:	that	related	to	physical	and	 emotional	 health.	 	 Mothers	 were	 more	 likely	 than	 fathers	 to	 recognise	improvements	 to	 their	 overall	 health	 following	 repartnering.	 As	 reported	 by	Williams	 and	 Umberson	 (2004),	 differences	 between	 fathers’	 and	 mothers’	assessment	 of	 their	 health	 may	 reflect	 the	 different	 gendered	 experience	 of	relationship	 dissolution,	 and	 the	 heightened	 emotions	 of	 new	 romantic	relationships.	 	 Mothers	 are	 generally	 more	 vulnerable	 to	 socio-economic	disadvantage	 associated	 with	 divorce	 or	 separation.	 	 The	 health	 benefits	 of	repartnering	may	 be	 acutely	 salient	 for	mothers	 –	 as	 evidenced,	 for	 example,	 in	improved	 access	 to	 health	 care	 and	 reductions	 in	 stress.	 In	 comparison,	 fathers	(usually	 non-primary	 carers)	 are	 likely	 to	 experience	 enduring	 disruptions	 to	family	dynamics	and	parenting	responsibilities	that	can	potentially	result	in	long-term	 emotional	 and	 financial	 burdens.	 Recognising	 the	 health	 benefits	 of	repartnering	may	therefore	be	less	tangible	in	the	short-term	for	fathers.			
Although	the	above	findings	are	 indicative	of	 the	relative	 immediate	 impact	of	 repartnering	 on	 a	 range	 of	 wellbeing	 dimensions	 that	 are	 able	 to	 respond	promptly	to	changes	in	relationship	status,	prior	work	suggests	that	the	short-term	effects	 of	 stable	 relationships	post-separation	 on	health	may	 extend	 to	 the	 long-term	 and	 accumulate	 over	 the	 life	 course	 (Gray,	 et	 al.,	 2011;	 Hughes	 &	 Waite,	2009).	 However,	 while	 repartnering	 can	 help	 to	 mitigate	 some	 of	 the	 negative	consequences	of	divorce,	the	experiences	associated	with	past	marital	transitions	can	nonetheless	 continue	 to	exert	a	pervasive	 influence	on	patterns	of	wellbeing	
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(Gray	et	al.,	2011;	Hughes	&	Waite,	2009).		Repartnering	may	not	be	a	panacea	for	all	the	hurts	or	damage	of	the	past.	
Summary	The	 present	 study	 highlights	 some	 of	 the	 potential	 benefits	 of	 repartnering	 for	families.	New	partners	 are	 likely	 to	 improve	 the	 financial,	 emotional	 and	overall	health	 of	 single	 parents,	 thereby	 providing	 an	 important	 ‘buffer’	 or	 protection	against	 future	 stressors.	 But	 the	 findings	 also	 suggest	 that	 the	 complexity	 of	repartnering	 potentially	 strains	 the	 family	 dynamic	 and	 reduces	 paternal	involvement,	and	can	counterbalance	the	benefits	of	such	transitions.	
The	 study	 also	 highlights	 the	 diversity	 of	 repartnered	 parenting	 contexts	over	 the	 life	course.	As	such,	 the	association	between	the	repartnering	transition	and	 potential	 benefits	 and	 risks	 should	 be	 examined	 in	 light	 of	 important	contextual	and	development	factors	so	as	to	avoid	conceptual	‘lumping’	which	may	mask	 important	 differences	 in	 how	 families	 adapt	 to	 family	 transitions.	 	 The	findings	 suggest	 that	 to	 a	 large	 extent	 the	 parenting	 contexts	 under	 which	repartnering	 is	 likely	 to	 confer	 benefits	 and/or	 increase	 risks	 are	 often	experienced	similarly	within	more	traditional	and	shared-time	arrangements.	Only	a	 few	differences	between	family	structures	emerged:	shared-time	mothers	were	more	 likely	 to	 report	 declines	 in	 co-parental	 communication.	 Gender	 differences	were	perhaps	more	salient:	mothers	were	more	sensitive	to	shifts	in	parent–child	relationships,	as	well	as	co-parental	co-operation	and	conflict.	Fathers	were	more	likely	 to	 acknowledge	 declines	 in	 paternal	 involvement.	 Overall,	 the	 findings	improve	understanding	of	the	complex	association	between	repartnering	and	key	factors	important	for	family	functioning.	Parents	may	find	these	insights	useful	in	
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parenting	education	programs	and	in	more	general	information	provided	by	family	dispute	practitioners	during	mediation.	
11.2.3	Theoretical	Considerations	The	 present	 study	 provides	 indirect	 support	 for	 broadening	 the	 scope	 of	repartnering–wellbeing	 theories	 beyond	 the	 instability–stress–selection	 (Amato,	2000)	 perspectives	 discussed	 in	 Chapter	 5	 that	 primarily	 focus	 on	 detrimental	outcomes.		
The	 risk–resiliency	 perspective	 (Amato	 &	 Booth,	 1996;	 Hetherington	 &	Stanley-Hagan,	 1999)	 offers	 an	 alternative	 approach	 by	 acknowledging	 that	stressful	events	associated	with	the	repartnering	process	may	lead	to	both	short-term	 and	 chronic	 negative	 long-term	 impacts	 to	 wellbeing.	 However,	 risk	 and	resiliency	theories	also	recognise	family	transitions	may	provide	opportunities	for	beneficial	change	and	suggest	that	repartnering	also	offers	potential	respite	from	divorce	associated	stressors.	
The	significant	effects	of	repartnering	found	in	this	study	are	consistent	with	risk	and	resiliency	theories	of	repartnering.	The	study	supports	the	argument	that	new	 unions	 may	 improve	 adult	 health	 and	 wellbeing	 by	 affording	 relief	 from	existing	 financial	 and	 emotional	 stress	 and	 pressures	 associated	 with	 single	parenthood.	 	 	 Like	 marriage,	 repartnering	 may	 improve	 economic	 and	 social	resources	 that	 facilitate	 access	 to	 health	 care,	 healthy	 lifestyles,	 and	 financial	stability,	and	provide	emotional	support	that	encourage	healthy	lifestyles	(Dupre	&	Meadows,	 2007).	 However,	 as	 predicted	 by	 risk	 and	 resiliency	 theories,	 these	benefits	may	come	at	a	cost,	particularly	for	children.	Repartnering	can	alter	family	dynamics,	and	often	reduces	co-parental	communication	–	a	crucial	component	to	effective	 parent–child	 relationships	 and	parental	 involvement.	 Previous	 research	
254	
suggests	 that	 declines	 in	 co-parental	 communication	 weaken	 family	 relations,	increasing	 children’s	 vulnerability	 to	 future	 stressors	 and	 harmful	 experiences	(see	Chapter	4	for	review).		
Given	 the	 strength	 of	 the	 sampling	 and	 analytic	 design,	 there	 is	 some	confidence	 in	 querying	 the	 validity	 of	 the	 selection	 theories	 of	 repartnering	 that	imply	 individuals	prone	 to	 repartnering	have	 an	 inherent	 range	of	 characteristic	traits	that	also	impact	on	family	wellbeing.	As	demonstrated	by	the	results	of	the	first	part	of	the	analysis,	there	are	several	individual	factors	that	are	characteristic	of	 parents	who	 do	 and	 do	 not	 repartner.	 In	 the	 second	 part	 of	 the	 study,	 these	stable	time-invariant	characteristics	were	controlled	for	using	fixed	effects	models.	Despite	 the	models	 limiting	 the	 extent	 of	 selection	 biases,	 repartnering	was	 still	found	to	be	associated	with	declines	in	family	dynamics,	and	paternal	involvement	and	 improve	parent	wellbeing.	 It	would	 seem	 that	 selection	 effects	 alone	do	not	appear	 to	 entirely	 account	 for	 the	 links	 between	 repartnering	 and	 family	outcomes.		
11.3	Limitations		Several	 limitations	of	 the	 study	warrant	brief	mention.	To	begin	with,	 this	 study	assesses	 the	 prevalence,	 dynamics	 and	 impact	 of	 repartnering	 in	 the	 short-	 to	medium-term.	 	 Investigating	 the	 long-term	 outcomes	 of	 new	 partnerships	 and	repartnering	 impacts	 was	 beyond	 the	 scope	 of	 the	 study	 and	 the	 data.	 Prior	research	and	theory	suggest	that	the	long-term	lens	is	an	important	one,	and	might	reveal	 different	 patterns.	 In	 terms	 of	 determining	 who	 will	 repartner,	 the	predictive	findings	are	restricted	to	new	unions	that	occur	within	a	relatively	short	time	 of	 separation	 and	 cannot	 be	 generalised	 to	 parents	 repartnering	 after	extended	periods	of	 separation.	The	 impacts	of	 repartnering	on	child	and	parent	
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wellbeing,	 family	 dynamics,	 and	 parental	 involvement	 are	 also	 likely	 to	 change	over	 time.	 Therefore,	 longer-term	 effects	 of	 repartnering	 should	 be	 closely	explored	in	future	research.	As	outlined	in	the	literature	review	(see	Chapters	3-5),	the	 impact	 of	 parental	 repartnering	 could	 potentially	 be:	 i)	 immediate	 and	permanent;	ii)	immediate	then	dissipate;	iii)	delayed;	iv)	have	a	gradual	onset;	or	v)	be	transitory.	
Second,	12–18	monthly	 intervals	between	waves	preclude	determination	of	whether	 repartnership	 preceded	 or	 followed	 a	 change	 in	wellbeing,	 dynamics	 or	parental	involvement.		That	is,	the	various	causal	pathways	between	repartnering	and	the	outcome	variables	remain	unclear.		
Third,	 fixed	 effects	 estimates	 use	 only	 within-individual	 differences,	essentially	 discarding	 any	 information	 about	 differences	 between	 individuals.	 If	predictor	 variables	 vary	 greatly	 across	 individuals	 but	 have	 little	 variation	 over	time	for	each	individual,	then	fixed	effects	estimates	will	be	imprecise	and	produce	large	 standard	 errors.	 Fixed	 effects	methods	do	not	 control	 for	unobserved	 time	varying	variables.	 Failure	 to	 include	 important	 factors	may	also	 compromise	 the	models’	validity.	
Fourth,	 not	 all	 separated	 parents	 are	 registered	 with	 the	 Child	 Support	Scheme,	and	not	all	parents	are	accessible	by	 telephone.	The	omission	of	 certain	groups	 of	 separated	 parents	 (e.g.,	 those	 with	 unlisted	 numbers,	 or	 high	 income	families	who	choose	 to	 stay	outside	of	 the	 child	 support	 system)	means	 that	 the	results	may	not	be	representative	of	all	 separated	parents	 in	Australia	 (Smyth	et	al.,	2014).	
In	addition,	 information	about	each	 respondent’s	 race	and	 religion	was	not	collected	 and	 thus	 could	 not	 be	 included	 in	 the	 analysis.	 	 Internationally,	 both	
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factors	 have	 been	 found	 to	 be	 important	 repartnering	 determinants.	 	 A	 lack	 of	retrospective	 information	 concerning	 the	 participant’s	 relationship	 history	 was	also	not	available.	Therefore	data	concerning	the	duration,	nature,	and	number	of	previous	partnerships	could	not	be	analysed.		
A	 further	 limitation	 is	 that	 the	 Child	 Support	 Reform	 Study	 provides	information	 concerning	 children	 from	 the	 perspective	 of	 parents	 only.	 There	 is	considerable	 evidence	 that	 the	 perceptions	 of	 children	 and	 parents	 concerning	important	family	elements	do	not	always	match	(Braithwaite	et	al,	2003;	Neoh	&	Mellor,	2010).	For	example,	most	parents	 indicated	they	were	satisfied	with	how	their	child	was	functioning	across	the	three	child	wellbeing	dimensions:	progress	at	 school,	 peer	 relations,	 and	 life	 in	 general.	 	 This	 consistency	 across	 the	 child	wellbeing	measures	over	time	suggests	that	parents	may	be	disinclined	to	report	that	 new	 relationships	 might	 adversely	 impact	 their	 children’s	 wellbeing.	 (Of	course,	 the	 idea	 that	a	new	relationship	might	be	harmful	 to	 children	could	be	a	hard	 thing	 to	 admit	 or	 disclose	 at	 interview).28	While	 the	 perceived	 benefits	 of	repartnering	 for	 parents	may	 have	 flow-on	 ‘ripple’	 effects	 for	 their	 children,	 the	extent	to	which	children	experience	these	effects	is	very	much	likely	to	depend	on	the	context	and	emotional	climate	of	these	arrangements.		
Repartnering	 has	 the	 potential	 for	 adverse	 outcomes	 for	 children,	particularly	 if	 families	 are	 inadequately	 prepared	 for	 the	 possible	 challenges	 to	parenting	 practices	 and	 family	 relationships	 that	 ensue	 (potentially	 over	 the	 life	course)	(Pryor,	2014;	Pryor	&	Rodgers,	2001).	Children	will	also	experience	their	own	 reactions	 and	 emotions	 to	 changed	 family	 dynamics	 that	 may	 lead	 to	
																																																								28	Indeed,	social	desirability	bias	(SDB)	–	the	tendency	for	individuals	to	present	themselves	in	the	most	flattering	manner	–	suggests	that	where	research	requires	self	reported	attitudes	or	perceptions	to	be	documented,	participants	will	be	motivated	to	provide	socially	desirable	responses	(implicitly	or	explicitly)	that	are	largely	determined	by	prevailing	social	norms	and	values	(Paulhus,	1984).		
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modifications	 of	 established	 routines	 and	 parenting	 schedules.	 Recognising,	monitoring,	 and	 addressing,	 when	 necessary,	 the	 emotional,	 relational,	developmental,	 and	 practical	 concerns	 of	 children	 are	 fundamental	 for	 child	adjustment	 and	 wellbeing.	 A	 full	 understanding	 of	 the	 child’s	 view	 of	 post-separation	life	is	therefore	critical,	enabling	parents	to	prioritise	and	accommodate	the	 child’s	 needs	 (Smyth	 et	 al,	 2016).	 Children’s	 views	 of	 the	 impact	 of	 their	parents	repartnering	remain	much	needed	in	this	area	of	research	(Foriest,	2015).		
11.4	Contribution	to	Knowledge		The	 study’s	 strength	 lies	 in	 its	 use	 of	 (i)	 representative,	 longitudinal	 data,	 (ii)	advanced	statistical	analysis,	and	(iii)	a	wide	conceptual	lens.	Specifically,	by	using	data	 from	a	random,	national	sample	of	separated	Australian	parents,	 the	results	are	 considered	 to	 reflect	 the	 circumstances	 of	 families	 who	 have	 experienced	separation,	 and	 subsequent	 parental	 repartnering.	 In	 addition,	 the	 analytical	design	 incorporated	 fixed	 effects	 methods	 to	 address	 the	 problem	 of	 omitted	variable	bias,	and	in	doing	so	help	control	for	the	presence	of	stable	characteristics	that	may	 confound	 estimates.	 	 The	 inclusion	 of	 fixed	 effects	models	 addresses	 a	potential	limitation	to	studies	of	repartnering	in	that	parents	who	do	not	repartner	may	 differ	 in	 terms	 of	 individual,	 family,	 and	 household	 characteristics	 and	experiences	from	those	who	repartner.	It	is	possible	that	it	is	these	differences,	and	not	repartnering	per	se,	that	account	for	the	association	between	repartnering	and	family	welfare.	 Given	the	representativeness	of	the	data	and	sophisticated	analytic	approach,	 the	 present	 study	 offers	 a	 reliable	 contemporary	 snapshot	 of	repartnering	in	Australia.			
In	 addition,	 the	 study	 identifies	 key	 areas	 in	 which	 Australian	 policy	 may	potentially	 support	 long-term	 family	wellbeing	post-separation.	For	example,	 the	
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results	suggest	that	neither	maternal	nor	paternal	repartnering	is	associated	with	the	likelihood	fathers	with	child	support	liabilities	will	not	pay	in	full	and	on	time,	or	 whether	 they	 provide	 informal	 support	 for	 children	 –	 providing	 indirect	evidence	of	the	effectiveness	of	the	Australian	child	support	enforcement	systems.  The	 provision	 of	 child	 support	 remained	 consistent	 despite	 potentially	 negative	shifts	 in	 co-parental	 dynamics,	 improvements	 to	 repartnered	maternal	 financial	confidence,	 and	 increasing	 competing	 demands	 within	 repartnered	 father	households.		
The	above	finding	is	encouraging.	As	outlined	in	Chapter	3,	child	support	has	important	 links	with	 family	wellbeing	 post-separation.	 It	 is	 positively	 associated	with	 paternal	 involvement	 and	 the	 maintenance	 of	 quality	 parent–child	relationships	(Amato	et	al.,	2009;	Aquilino,	2006;	Argys	et	al.,	1998;	Garasky	et	al.,	2010;	Huang,	2009;	Nepomnyaschy,	2007;	Peters	et	al.,	2004;	Seltzer,	1991).	Given	that	repartnering	is	likely	to	impact	key	areas	of	family	functioning	such	as	the	co-parental	dynamic,	the	ability	to	facilitate	continuing	parental	involvement,	at	least	in	 some	 capacity,	 may	 help	 buffer,	 enhance	 or	 protect	 family	 wellbeing	(particularly	child	wellbeing)	over	the	long-term.			
A	 further	 contribution	of	 this	 study	 is	 that	 it	 extends	 the	 literature	beyond	the	dominant	post-separation	parenting	pattern	of	‘resident	mother–non-resident	father’	 model	 and	 explores	 how	 the	 impact	 of	 repartnering	 varies	 among	more	diverse	 family	 types	–	 including	non-resident	mother–resident	 father,	and	share-time	families.	 	As	the	results	of	this	study	indicate,	1	 in	5	children	live	in	shared-time	families	and	1	in	20	live	primarily	with	their	father	post-separation.	It	is	thus	important	 to	 understand	 how	 the	 experience	 of	 repartnering	 varies	 among	 a	diverse	range	of	‘modern’	separated	families,	and	not	simply	focus	on	those	with	a	
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‘traditional’	post-separation	parenting	arrangement	 in	which	children	live	mostly	or	all	the	time	with	their	mother.		
11.5	Concluding	Thoughts	Contemporary	 debates	 and	 questions	 about	 whether	 repartnering	 is	 likely	 to	confer	both	benefits	and	risks,	and	under	what	conditions,	are	largely	theoretical.	For	 many	 separated	 parents	 new	 relationships	 are	 an	 important	 part	 of	 the	recovery	 process	 that	 follows	 family	 breakdown	 and	 may	 ultimately	 be	fundamental	 to	 their	 and	 their	 family’s	wellbeing.	 Therefore	 understanding	 how	policy	 and	 clinical	 practice	 can	 best	 help	 repartnered	 families	 flourish	 is	 of	fundamental	practical	importance	(Pryor,	2014).		
Research	 investigating	 repartnering	 is	 increasingly	 the	 focus	 of	 post-separation	 family	 studies.	 However,	 as	 described	 earlier,	 the	 results	 of	 previous	research	 are	 often	 mixed,	 with	 many	 aspects	 of	 the	 mechanisms	 and	 processes	through	which	new	parental	partners	influence	family	outcomes	unclear	and	yet	to	be	explored.	This	study	sought	to	develop	a	more	comprehensive	understanding	of	repartnering	 than	 prior	 studies.	 It	 provides	 much	 needed	 empirical	 clarity	 in	relation	 to	 repartnering	 in	 an	Australian	 context,	which	 to	date	has	been	mainly	anecdotal	and	speculative.	It	informs	our	understanding	regarding	the	implications	to	wellbeing	and	dynamics	of	new	parental	unions	across	diverse	family	forms.			
The	most	striking	feature	of	the	findings	is	the	level	of	complexity	associated	with	post-separation	repartnering,	which	may	function	to	concurrently	strengthen	or	undermine	family	outcomes.	This	thesis	complements	an	emerging	repartnering	literature	 by	 showing	 that	 repartnering	 is	 commonly	 experienced	 within	Australian	 families	 following	 separation	 or	 divorce.	 New	 parental	 relationships	may	help	overcome	some	of	the	difficulties	and	challenges	faced	by	single	parents	
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via	 improvements	 to	 socio-economic	 resources,	 health,	 and	 life	 satisfaction.	However,	 subtle	 but	 significant	 effects	 on	 the	 co-parental	 and	 parent–child	dynamic	may	have	pervasive,	enduring	costs	not	initially	realised.	A	decline	in	both	the	 frequency	 and	 quality	 of	 co-parental	 communication	 has	 important	consequences	for	parents	(particularly	non-primary	care	parents)	contributions	to	and	 participation	 in	 their	 child’s	 lives.	Weakened	 parent–child	 relationships	 and	co-parental	alliances	may	ultimately	risk	child	wellbeing	over	the	life	course.		
Repartnering	is	often	touted	as	a	panacea	to	the	accumulated	disadvantage	of	separation,	 particularly	 for	mothers	 (for	 example	 see	 Fisher,	 2015;	 Jansen	 et	 al.,	2009).	However,	 clearly	 there	 are	 some	 circumstances	when	what	 is	 in	 the	 best	interests	for	parents	may	compromise	what	is	best	for	children.	The	results	of	this	study	suggest	 that	 repartnering	can	cut	both	ways.	Repartnering	can	be	–	as	 the	adage	 goes	 –	 both	 a	 ‘shock	 absorber’,	 and	 a	 ‘shock	 provider’	 in	 modern	 post-separation	families.	
Whilst	 repartnering	 may	 offer	 well-needed	 respite	 from	 many	 stressors	associated	with	separation,	complex	and	cascading	impacts	to	family	relationships	and	processes	necessitate	a	more	holistic	approach	to	managing,	maintaining,	and	supporting	family	wellbeing.		
11.6	Future	Research		Several	 gaps	 in	 knowledge	 emerged	during	 the	 course	 of	 this	 study.	 Specifically,	the	 present	 study	 highlights	 potential	 new	opportunities	 or	 areas	 of	 interest	 for	repartnering	 researchers.	 	 First,	 broadening	 the	 scope	 of	 ‘repartnering’	 by	distinguishing	 between	 remarriage,	 cohabiting	 and	 living-apart-together	 couple	relationships	can	provide	a	more	nuanced	understanding	of	the	role	that	economic	
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factors	 and	 family	 policies	 play	 in	 shaping	 repartnering	 behaviour	 patterns	 –	particularly	for	mothers.			
Exploring	 the	 influence	 of	 extended	 family	 and	 former	 partners	 in	repartnering	transitions	is	also	warranted	given	the	importance	of	both	to	family	wellbeing.	Do	extended	family	relations	help	alleviate	the	negative	emotional	and	financial	 consequences	 of	 separation,	 or	 contribute	 to	 the	 already	 significant	caring	and	economic	burdens	associated	with	parenting	responsibilities	–	or	both?	Is	the	quality	of	the	relationship	parents	maintain	with	former	partners	significant	for	 post-separation	 repartnering	 potentials,	 and	 can	 it	 also	 be	 influenced	 by	repartnering?		
The	 inclusion	 of	 indicators	 examining	 personal	 attitudes	 and	 beliefs	associated	 with	 parental	 post-separation	 repartnering	 in	 future	 research	 may	improve	 the	 theoretical	 understanding	 of	 the	 repartnering	 process.	 	 Qualitative	focused	 research	 examining	 what	 motivates	 people	 to	 repartner	 –	 or	 to	 not	repartner	 –	 and	 to	 capture	 ideational	 shifts	 associated	with	 changing	 individual,	family,	 and	 societal	 circumstances	 is	 also	 important	 in	 developing	 an	understanding	of	the	complex	linkages	associated	with	post-separation	parenting	and	repartnering.		
Although	the	results	of	the	present	study	suggest	that	distinct	changes	to	the	frequency	 of	 communication	 between	 parents	 are	 likely	 to	 be	 evident	 following	repartnering,	 more	 research	 is	 needed	 on	 the	 detail	 of	 these	negotiations/discussions.	 The	 use	 of	 alternative	 communication	 pathways	employed	by	separated	parents	also	warrants	 further	 investigation.	For	example,	Miller	 (2009)	 found	 that	 parents	 might	 compensate	 for	 the	 negative	 impact	 of	changes	 to	 co-parenting	 dynamics	 during	 and	 after	 repartnering	 by	 employing	
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alternative	 communication	 methods,	 such	 as	 email,	 to	 avoid	 potential	confrontations	 and	 disagreements.	 Given	 rapid	 advances	 in	 communication	technology	 and	 social	 media	 (e.g.	 web-based	 diaries	 and	 communication	 tools,	such	 as	My	 Family	Wizard	 in	 the	USA,	 and	MyMob	mobile	 app	 in	Australia;	 and	online	 dating	 applications)	 changes	 in	 communication	 tools	 and	 repartnering	strategies	 are	 likely	 to	 be	 an	 important	 line	 of	 inquiry	 for	 future	 research	 on	repartnering	behaviour.		
Finally,	future	research	focusing	on	the	minutiae	and	nuances	of	repartnered	family	 interactions,	particularly	 in	non-traditional	 family	types	(e.g.,	non-resident	mother/resident	father	families),	has	theoretical	and	practical	import.	Obtaining	a	diverse	 range	 of	 viewpoints	 about	 repartnering	 is	 essential	 to	 improve	understanding	of	 the	contemporary	Australian	 family	post-separation	experience	in	 a	 rapidly	 evolving	 and	 complex	 social	 landscape.
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Appendix	Figure	A1.1	Reproduction	of	the	question	on	relationship	to	householder	from	the	Australian	census	2011.	
Source:	“Census	of	Population	and	Housing”	by	the	Australian	Bureau	of	Statistics,	2011,	Canberra:	ABS		
5.		 What	is	the	person’s	relationship	to	Person	1/	Person	2?	
☐	 Child	of	both	Person	1	and	Person	2	
☐	 Child	of	Person	1	only	
☐	 Child	of	Person	2	only	
☐	 Brother	or	sister	of	Person	1	
☐	 Unrelated	flatmate	or	co-tenant	of	Person	1	Other	relationship	to	Person	1	please	specify			6.	What	is	the	person’s	present	marital	status?	
☐	 Never	married	
☐	 Widowed	
☐	 Divorced	
☐	 Separated	but	not	divorced	
☐	 Married		7.	Is	the	person	of	Aboriginal	or	Torres	Strait	Islander	origin?		
☐	 No	
☐	 Yes,	Aboriginal	
☐	 Yes,	Torres	Strait	Islander		8.	Where	does	the	person	usually	live?		
☐	 	The	address	shown	on	the	front	of	this	form	
☐	 Elsewhere	in	Australia	–	please	specify	address	
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Appendix	Table	A6.1.	Participants	who	were	contacted	but	did	not	complete	the	CSRS	interview	at	either	Time	1	(2010)	or	Time	2	(2011),	2008-2011.	
Outcome	 Survey	Item	 T0	 T1	 T2	 Total	
Full	interview	(1)	 	 5046	 3584	 2506	 11136	
Interview	Terminated	 	 	 	 	 	No	recontact	 S1	(10)	 	 2	 1	 3	Opted	out		 S1	(11)	 	 3	 1	 4	Partner	deceased		 S2	(7)	 	 5	 10	 15	Child	deceased	 S2	(8)	 	 1	 	 1	Reconciled	with	partner	 S2	(9)	 	 4	 3	 7	Former	partner	deceased	 Expart	(3)	 	 1	 	 1	Reconciled	with	former	partner		 Stillex	(2)	 	 35	 7	 42	Former	partner	deceased		 Stillex	(3)	 	 4	 4	 8	No	longer	registered	with	CSA		 D4	(2)	 	 272	 372	 644	Child	lives	independently	 D5	(6)	 	 30	 19	 49	Child	has	moved	overseas	 D5	(7)	 	 3	 	 3	Refuse/Do	not	know	where	child	lives	 D5	(888)	(999)	 	 1	 1	 2	Out	of	CSA	system		 D6	(2,888)	 	 5	 	 5	Refused	to	answer	parent–child	contact	items	 F1	(12,	13)	 	 6	 3	 9	
Total	Terminated	Outcome	 	 	 372	 421	 793	
Total	Participants	 	 5046	 3956	 2927	 11929	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study								
		
Appendix	Table	A6.2.	Analysis	of	Attrition:	analytical	variables	used	in	thesis	at	time	of	first	interview	by	survey	participation,	2008	
VARIABLES	 	
T0	only	
(N=2536;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1	
(N=2493;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
T0_T1	
(N=2536;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1_T2	
(N=2493;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
T0	&	T0_T1	
(N=2102)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1_T2	
(N=2927)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
PARENT	CHARACTERISTICS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Gender	 Male	 50	 49	 0.8079	 49	 45	 0.2505	 49.9	 44.97	 0.0735		 Female	 50	 51	 	 51	 55	 	 50.51	 55.03	 	Parent	repartnered	during	the	CSRS?	 No	 67	 70	 0.4079	 70	 71	 0.7520	 	 	 	
	 Yes	 33	 30	 	 30	 29	 	 	 	 	Parent	Age	(yr)	 	 40	(6.7)	 40	(7.1)	 0.6860	 40	(6.8)	 38	(7.7)	 0.0000	 40	(6.7)	 38	(7.8)	 0.0000	Education	(yrs)	 	 13(1.8)	 13	(2)	 0.0850	 13	(1.9)	 14	(2.1)	 0.0000	 13	(1.9)	 14	(2.1)	 0.0000	Income	($	per	year)	 	 35127		(18977)	 36953	(22660)	 0.2270	 36954	(21992)	 39538	(29416)	 0.0740	 35848		(20154)	 39538		(29873)	 0.0010	Parent	is	in	paid	employment?	 No	 28	 28	 0.9300	 28	 21	 0.0142	 27.7	 21	 0.0015	
	 Yes	 72	 72	 	 72	 79	 	 72.3	 79	 	
FAMILY	CHARACTERISTICS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Age	of	youngest	shared	child	(yr)		 	 11	(4.1)	 10	(4.0)	 0.2410	 10.3	(3.9)	 8	(3.5)	 0.0000	 10.53	(4)	 8.04	(3.6)	 0.0000	Gender	of	focus	child	b	 Male	 51	 48	 0.4440	 48	 50	 0.5544	 49.95	 50	 0.9177	
	 Female	 49	 52	 	 52	 50	 	 50.05	 50	 	Focus	child	living	arrangements	b	c	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Resident	mother	 	 77	 82	 0.1102	 82	 82	 0.0422	 79	 82	 0.0002	
Resident	father	 	 17	 12	 	 12	 9	 	 15	 9	 	
50	/50	arrangement	 	 6	 6	 	 6	 9	 	 6	 9	 	Total	number	of	children		 	 2.1	(.9)	 2(1)	 0.4890	 2.2	(.9)	 2	(.94)	 0.0000	 2.15	(.9)	 2	(.96)	 0.0000	Number	of	years	child	lived	with	both	parents	prior	to	separation.	b	 	 5	(3.9)	 6	(4.2)	 0.7080	 5.5	(4.0)	 4	(3.4)	 0.0000	 5.5	(3.95)	 4	(3.46)	 0.0000	Relationship	status	on	separation		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	married	 	 29	 22	 0.0243	 22	 30	 0.0045	 26.33	 29.89	 0.1117	
Married	 	 71	 78	 	 78	 70	 	 73.67	 70.11	 	
		 	
	
Appendix	Table	A6.2.	Analysis	of	Attrition:	analytical	variables	used	in	thesis	at	time	of	first	interview	by	survey	participation,	2008	
(continued)	
VARIABLES	 	
T0	only	
(N=2536;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1	
(N=2493;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
T0_T1	
(N=2536;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1_T2	
(N=2493;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
T0	&	T0_T1	
(N=2102)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1_T2	
(N=2927)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
Duration	of	parental	(former)	relationship	 	 11(6.1)	 11	(6.2)	 0.1970	 11	(6)	 9	(5.9)	 0.0000	 11	(6)	 9	(6)	 0.0000	Duration	of	Separation	(yr)	 	 7	(3.8)	 7	(4)	 0.1170	 7	(3.9)	 6	(3.5)	 0.0020	 7	(4)	 6	(3.6)	 0.0000	Attended	mediation	or	dispute	resolution?	 No	 72	 76	 0.2079	 76	 73	 0.2861	 73.47	 72.94	 0.8003	
	 Yes	 28	 24	 	 24	 27	 	 26.53	 27.06	 	Distance	between	parental	residences	less	than	30km?		 No	 45	 39	 0.1395	 39	 42	 0.4474	 	 	 	
	 Yes	 55	 61	 	 61	 58	 	 	 	 	
HOUSEHOLD	CHARACTERISTICS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Annual	household	income	($)	 	 45000		(25377)	 48806	(30168)	 0.0340	 48806	(29408)	 51278	(44850)	 0.1900	 46458		(26922)	 51278		(45412)	 0.0020	Housing	tenure		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Renting	(or	other)	home	 	 61	 62	 0.7126	 62	 56	 0.0581	 61.52	 56.2	 0.0277	
Own	or	purchasing	home	 	 39	 38	 	 38	 44	 	 38.48	 43.8	 	Other	family	reside	in	household?	d		 No	 92	 89	 0.2172	 89	 90	 0.7813	 90.6	 90	 0.4884	
	 Yes	 8	 11	 	 11	 10	 	 9.4	 10	 	Other	adults	(boarders)	reside	in	HH?	d	 No	 95	 95	 0.9237	 95	 96	 0.7203	 95	 96	 0.6672	
	 Yes	 5	 5	 	 5	 4	 	 5	 4	 	Other	children	in	HH	 No	 76	 75	 0.7132	 75	 78	 0.3091	 76	 78	 	
	 Yes	 24	 25	 	 25	 22	 	 24	 22	 	
PARENTAL	INVOLVEMENT	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Child	Support	Full	Compliance	 No	 27	 25	 0.5862	 25	 26	 0.7237	 26	 26	 0.9707	
	 Yes	 73	 75	 	 75	 74	 	 74	 74	 	
		
Appendix	Table	A6.2.	Analysis	of	Attrition:	analytical	variables	used	in	thesis	at	time	of	first	interview	by	survey	participation,	2008	
(continued)	
VARIABLES	 	
T0	only	
(N=2536;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1	
(N=2493;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
T0_T1	
(N=2536;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1_T2	
(N=2493;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
T0	&	T0_T1	
(N=2102)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1_T2	
(N=2927)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
Contact	with	parent	 No	 8	 6	 0.5199	 6	 3*	 0.0271
0	 7	 3**	 0.0002		 Yes	 82	 94	 	 94	 97	 	 93	 97	 	Overnight	Residency	with	parent	 No	 22	 19	 0.3234	 19	 11**	 0.0014	 21	 11**	 0.0000		 Yes	 78	 81	 	 81	 89	 	 79	 89	 	Frequent	time	with	parent	(>	1/fn)	 No	 23	 17	 0.1054	 17	 14	 0.2648	 21	 14*	 0.0038		 Yes	 77	 82	 	 83	 86	 	 79	 86	 	
FAMILY	DYNAMICS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Parent	–	child	close	 No	 26	 26	 0.9636	 26	 14	 0.0003	 26	 14***	 0.0000		 Yes	 74	 74	 	 74	 86	 	 74	 86	 	Positive	co-parent	relationship	 No	 53	 54	 0.6351	 54	 53	 0.7599	 53	 53	 0.9851		 Yes	 47	 46	 	 46	 47	 	 47	 47	 	Co-parents	communicate	frequently	 No	 50	 49	 0.7169	 49	 40	 0.0178	 50	 40**	 0.0004		 Yes	 50	 51	 	 51	 60	 	 50	 60	 	High	degree	of	coparent	conflict	 No	 59	 52	 0.0757	 52	 50	 0.4144	 57	 50**	 0.0066		 Yes	 41	 48	 	 48	 50	 	 43	 50	 	
WELLBEING	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Parent	satisfied	with	child	wellbeing	 No	 15	 10	 0.0547	 10	 11	 0.6343	 13	 11	 0.3116		 Yes	 85	 90	 	 90	 89	 	 87	 90	 	Parent	overall	physical	and	emotional	health	good		 No	 68	 67	 0.7754	 67	 70	 0.3305	 68	 70	 0.2960		 Yes	 32	 33	 	 33	 30	 	 32	 30	 	Parent	satisfied	with	life	in	general	 No	 26	 28	 0.5542	 27	 26	 0.6338	 26	 26	 0.9077		 Yes	 74	 72	 	 73	 74	 	 74	 74	 	
		 	
	
Appendix	Table	A6.2.	Analysis	of	Attrition:	analytical	variables	used	in	thesis	at	time	of	first	interview	by	survey	participation,	2008	
(continued)	
VARIABLES	 	
T0	only	
(N=2536;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1	
(N=2493;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
T0_T1	
(N=2536;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1_T2	
(N=2493;	
50%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
T0	&	T0_T1	
(N=2102)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
T0_T1_T2	
(N=2927)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
p	
Financially	prosperous	 No	 72	 75	 0.3426	 75	 68	 0.0267	 73	 68*	 0.0316		 Yes	 23	 25	 	 25	 32	 	 27	 32	 	Parent	wellbeing	good	to	very	good	 No	 89	 87	 0.3603	 87	 87	 0.8926	 88	 87	 0.4882		 Yes	 11	 13	 	 13	 13	 	 12	 13	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	a	The	total	number	of	participants	for	each	item	varies	as	not	all	participants	answered	all	items.	b		The	child	support	reform	study	asked	participants	questions	in	relation	to	one	of	the	children	they	shared	with	their	former	partner.	This	child	is	referred	to	as	the	‘focus’	child.	c		A	child	is	classified	as	resident	if	he/she	lives	with	their	parent	more	than	50%	of	the	time.	d	Other	adults	in	household	may	include	friends,	relatives,	nannies/babysitters,	flatmate/boarder.	e	Other	children	in	household	may	include	children	born	or	adopted	by	participant	and	a	different	former	partner;	foster	child,	or	step	child	from	another	union.	
		
	
Appendix	Table	A6.3a.	Logistic	regression	analysis	of	attrition:	predictors	of	attrition	at	time	of	first	interview	by	survey	participation,	2008-2011	
	 T0	vs	T0_T1	 T0_T1	vs	T0_T1_T2	 T0	&	T0_T1		vs	T0_T1_T2	
Variables	 OR	 Std.	Err.	 OR	 Std.	Err.	 OR	 Std.	Err.	Female	(male)	 1.066	 0.264	 1.063	 0.220	 1.145	 0.194	Repartnered	(single)	 0.817	 0.185	 1.384	 0.284	 1.105	 0.183	Age	of	participant	 0.970	 0.019	 1.058**	 0.018	 1.044**	 0.014	Education	(yr)	 0.872**	 0.043	 1.167**	 0.053	 1.090*	 0.039	Net	Annual	Personal	Income	(log	$)	 1.477*	 0.266	 0.881	 0.158	 1.060	 0.138	Employed	(unemployed)	 1.055	 0.286	 1.565	 0.370	 1.552*	 0.313	Age	of	youngest	child	 0.875*	 0.052	 0.956	 0.057	 0.901	 0.046	Gender	of	child	 0.943	 0.174	 0.954	 0.158	 0.970	 0.129	Total	children	with	former	partner	 0.853	 0.098	 0.842	 0.108	 0.800*	 0.081	Parenting	Arrangements	(Residential	Mother)	 	 	 	 	 	 	Residential	Father	 0.980	 0.344	 0.629	 0.181	 0.627	 0.155	Shared-time	 0.605	 0.193	 1.206	 0.346	 0.972	 0.213	Child	Age	at	Separation	 1.129*	 0.063	 0.773***	 0.044	 0.854**	 0.043		former	relationship	duration	(yrs)	 1.030	 0.024	 1.011	 0.025	 1.021	 0.018	Duration	of	separation	(yrs)	 1.143*	 0.074	 0.793**	 0.053	 0.897*	 0.049	Attended	mediation	(No	mediation)	 1.169	 0.252	 0.848	 0.151	 0.924	 0.136	Own	home	(renting)	 0.958	 0.186	 1.382	 0.250	 1.404	 0.208	Live	within	30km	of	former	partner	(>30km)	 1.305	 0.268	 1.020	 0.209	 1.086	 0.173	Family	in	HH	(No	family)	 1.864	 0.671	 0.821	 0.241	 1.101	 0.259	Boarder	in	HH	(No	boarder)	 0.550	 0.289	 1.106	 0.572	 0.943	 0.370	
PARENTAL	INVOLVEMENT	 	 	 	 	 	 	CS	Full	Compliance	 1.234	 0.275	 0.898	 0.189	 1.090	 0.184	Overnight	with	parent	(no	o/n)	 3.848**	 1.651	 1.733	 0.735	 3.427***	 1.201	Parent	sees	child	>	once	/	fn	(<	once/fn)	 0.828	 0.292	 0.881	 0.291	 1.008	 0.269	
FAMILY	DYNAMICS	 	 	 	 	 	 	Parent	feels	close	to	child	(not	close)	 0.838	 0.261	 1.747	 0.519	 1.843*	 0.453	Positive	co-parent	relationship	(not	positive)	 1.035	 0.240	 1.042	 0.221	 0.941	 0.155	
		 	
	
Appendix	Table	A6.3a.	Logistic	regression	analysis	of	attrition:	predictors	of	attrition	at	time	of	first	interview	by	survey	participation,	2008-2011	(continued)	
		 T0	vs	T0-T1	 T0-T1	vs	T0-T1-T2	 T0	&	T0-T1		vs	T0-T1-T2	
Variables	 OR	 Std.	Err.	 OR	 Std.	Err.	 OR	 Std.	Err.	Co-parents	communicate	>	once	/	fn	(no)	 0.959	 0.218	 0.862	 0.172	 0.948	 0.153	High	level	of	co-parent	conflict	(low-no	conflict	 1.369	 0.285	 0.649*	 0.127	 0.827	 0.126	
CHILD	and	PARENT	WELLBEING	 	 	 	 	 	 	Child	wellbeing	-parent	satisfied	(not	satisfied)	 1.407	 0.445	 0.756	 0.224	 0.880	 0.204	Parent	physical/emotional	health	good	 1.081	 0.259	 0.789	 0.183	 0.806	 0.147	Parent	satisfied	with	life	overall	(not	satisfied)	 1.177	 0.289	 0.955	 0.219	 0.904	 0.156	Financially	prosperous	 0.728	 0.181	 1.093	 0.264	 0.891	 0.171	cons	 	 	 1.063	 0.220	 1.145	 0.194	Number	of	obs	 9021	 	 9836	 	 10522	 	Subpop.	no.	of	obs	 1265	 	 2080	 	 2766	 	Design	df	 9020	 	 9835	 	 10521	 	F(32,8989)	 1.77	 	 4.63	 	 6.2	 	Prob	>	F	 0.0046	 	 0.0000	 	 0.000	 	Notes:	*p<0.05	**p<0.001	***p<0.001	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
		
Appendix	Table	A6.3b.	Regression	analysis	of	attrition:	predictors	of	attrition	at	time	of	first	interview	by	survey	participation,	2008-2011.	
	 T0	vs	T0-T1	 T0	vs	T0-T1-T2	 T0-T1		vs	T0-T1-T2	 T0	&	T0-T1	vs	T0-T1-T2	
	
Coef.	 Std.	Err.	 Coef.	 Std.	Err.	 Coef.	 Std.	Err.	 Coef.	 Std.	Err.	Female	(male)	 0.006	 0.054	 0.013	 0.038	 0.009	 0.037	 0.036	 0.034	Repartnered	(single)	 -0.047	 0.049	 -0.010	 0.038	 0.061	 0.037	 0.026	 0.034	Age	of	participant	 -0.007	 0.004	 0.005	 0.003	 0.010***	 0.003	 0.009**	 0.003	Education	(yr)	 -0.029**	 0.010	 0.007	 0.008	 0.029**	 0.008	 0.018*	 0.007	Net	Annual	Personal	Income	(log	$)	 0.083*	 0.036	 0.039	 0.030	 -0.028	 0.031	 0.013	 0.027	Employed	(unemployed)	 0.007	 0.058	 0.071	 0.046	 0.081	 0.043	 0.087*	 0.041	Age	of	youngest	child	 -0.028*	 0.012	 -0.028*	 0.011	 -0.008	 0.012	 -0.020	 0.010	Gender	of	child	 -0.009	 0.041	 -0.002	 0.030	 -0.011	 0.030	 -0.013	 0.028	Total	children	with	former	partner	 -0.033	 0.024	 -0.041	 0.022	 -0.031	 0.024	 -0.042*	 0.020	Parenting	Arrangements	(Residential	Mother)	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Residential	Father	 -0.012	 0.076	 -0.127*	 0.057	 -0.098	 0.058	 -0.069	 0.044	Shared-time	 -0.116	 0.069	 -0.041	 0.051	 0.031	 0.049	 -0.002	 0.046	Child	Age	at	Separation	 0.026*	 0.012	 -0.023*	 0.011	 -0.046***	 0.011	 -0.034**	 0.011	Former	relationship	duration	(yrs)	 0.006	 0.005	 0.005	 0.004	 0.002	 0.004	 0.004	 0.004	Duration	of	separation	(yrs)	 0.029*	 0.014	 -0.011	 0.012	 -0.041**	 0.013	 -0.025*	 0.011	Attended	mediation	(No	mediation)	 0.032	 0.049	 -0.011	 0.033	 -0.024	 0.032	 -0.013	 0.030	Own	home	(renting)	 -0.012	 0.043	 0.068*	 0.033	 0.062	 0.033	 0.069**	 0.031	Live	within	30km	of	former	partner	(>30km)	 0.061	 0.046	 0.018	 0.035	 0.010	 0.036	 0.015	 0.032	Family	in	HH	(No	family)	 0.135	 0.080	 0.034	 0.048	 -0.043	 0.053	 0.020	 0.047	Boarder	in	HH	(No	boarder)	 -0.126	 0.103	 -0.041	 0.087	 0.012	 0.089	 -0.005	 0.079	
PARENTAL	INVOLVEMENT	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	CS	Full	Compliance	 0.039	 0.048	 0.032	 0.038	 -0.013	 0.037	 0.023	 0.035	Child	resides	overnight	with	parent	(no	o/n)	 0.258***	 0.070	 0.249***	 0.061	 0.106	 0.069	 0.155*	 0.054	Parent	sees	child	>	once	/	fn	(<	once/fn)	 -0.037	 0.076	 0.042	 0.060	 -0.033	 0.060	 0.003	 0.052	
FAMILY	DYNAMICS	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Parent	feels	close	to	child	(not	close)	 -0.044	 0.067	 0.114*	 0.056	 0.114	 0.059	 0.112*	 0.046	Positive	co-parent	relationship	(not	positive)	 0.009	 0.052	 -0.028	 0.038	 0.012	 0.038	 -0.014	 0.034	Co-parents	communicate	>	once	/	fn	(no)	 -0.010	 0.051	 0.010	 0.038	 -0.028	 0.036	 -0.012	 0.034	High	level	of	co-parent	conflict	(low-no	conflict)	 0.072	 0.047	 -0.005	 0.036	 -0.075*	 0.035	 -0.040	 0.031	
		 	
	
Appendix	Table	A6.3b.	Regression	analysis	of	attrition:	predictors	of	attrition	at	time	of	first	interview	by	survey	participation,	2008-	2011	
(continued)	
	 T0	vs	T0_T1	 T0	vs	T0_T1_T2	 T0_T1		vs	T0_T1_T2	 T0	&	T0_T1		vs	T0_T1_T2	
	
Coef.	 Std.	Err.	 Coef.	 Std.	Err.	 Coef.	 Std.	Err.	 Coef.	 Std.	Err.	
CHILD	and	PARENT	WELLBEING	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Child	wellbeing	-parent	satisfied	(not	satisfied)	 0.074	 0.068	 0.010	 0.054	 -0.045	 0.054	 -0.021	 0.045	Parent	physical/emotional	health	good	 0.027	 0.053	 -0.030	 0.040	 -0.044	 0.042	 -0.043	 0.037	Parent	satisfied	with	life	overall	(not	satisfied)	 0.040	 0.054	 -0.009	 0.039	 -0.009	 0.040	 -0.013	 0.035	Financially	prosperous	 -0.065	 0.054	 -0.039	 0.044	 0.017	 0.040	 -0.020	 0.040	cons	 -0.184	 0.401	 -0.119	 0.308	 0.599	 0.318	 -0.010	 0.279	Subpop.	no.	of	obs	 1265	 	 2187	 	 2080	 	 2766	 	Design	df	 9020	 	 9942	 	 9835	 	 10521	 	F	 3.07	 	 9.36	 	 8.78	 	 12.12	 	Prob	>	F	 0.0000	 	 0.0000	 	 0.0000	 	 0.0000	 	R-squared	 0.1077	 	 0.2032	 	 0.1884	 	 0.1784	 	Notes:	*p<0.05	**p<0.001	***p<0.001	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
		
	
Appendix	Table	A6.4.	Examination	of	CSRS	missing	data,	2008-2011.	
	 Time	0	(N=5029)	 Time	1	(N=3568)	 Time	2	(N=2494)	Variables	 Missing	 %	 Missing	 %	 Missing	 %	Gender	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	Relationship	Status	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	Former-partner	relationship	status	 821	 16	 606	 17	 388	 16	Age	of	participant	 12	 0.2	 7	 0.2	 6	 0.2	Education	(yr)	 29	 0.6	 22	 0.6	 13	 0.5	Net	Annual	Personal	Income	(log	$)	 572	 11	 269	 7.5	 125	 5	Employed	(unemployed)	 116	 2	 23	 0.6	 28	 1	Age	of	focus	child	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	Age	of	youngest	child	 0	 0	 2	 0	 0	 0	Gender	of	child	 0	 0	 1	 0	 3	 0.1	Total	children	with	former	partner	 11	 .2	 6	 0.1	 6	 0.2	Parenting	Arrangements		 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	Child	Age	at	Separation	 246	 4.9	 130	 4	 93	 3.7	Former	relationship	status	 7	 0.1	 3	 2	 4	 0.2	Former	relationship	duration	(yrs)	 105	 2	 64	 2	 43	 2	Duration	of	separation	(yrs)	 53	 1	 30	 0.8	 21	 0.8	Attended	mediation	 29	 0.6	 16	 0.4	 11	 0.4	Distance	between	parental	HH	 221	 4	 152	 4	 129	 5	Housing	Tenure	 75	 1.5	 59	 2	 35	 1	Household	Income	 960	 19	 273	 8	 131	 5	Family	in	HH	(No	family)	 6	 0.1	 25	 0.7	 7	 0.3	Boarder	in	HH	(No	boarder)	 6	 0.1	 25	 0.7	 7	 0.3	
PARENTAL	INVOLVEMENT	 	 	 	 	 	 	CS	Full	Compliance	(Payer)	 168	 9	 157	 13	 98	 12	CS	Full	Compliance	(Receive)	 269	 11	 242	 14	 128	 11	Parent	has	contact	with	focus	child	(no	contact)	 5	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	Child	resides	overnight	with	parent	(no	o/n)	 6	 0.1	 1	 0	 1	 0.0	Parent	sees	child	>	once	/	fn	(<	once/fn)	 5	 0	 0	 0	 0	 0	
		 	
	
Appendix	Table	A6.4.	Examination	of	CSRS	missing	data,	2008-2011	(continued)	
		 Time	0	(N=5029)	 Time	1	(N=3568)	 Time	2	(N=2494)	Variables	 Missing	 %	 Missing	 %	 Missing	 %	
FAMILY	DYNAMICS	 	 	 	 	 	 	Parent	feels	close	to	child	(not	close)	 305	 6	 14	 0.4	 5	 0.2	Positive	co-parent	relationship	(not	positive)	 36	 0.7	 12	 0	 9	 0.4	Co-parents	communicate	>	once	/	fn	(no)	 57	 1.1	 20	 0.6	 10	 0.4	High	level	of	co-parent	conflict	(low-no	conflict)	 15	 0.3	 10	 0.3	 4	 0.2	
CHILD	and	PARENT	WELLBEING	 	 	 	 	 	 	Child	wellbeing	-parent	satisfied	(not	satisfied)	 493	 9.8	 122	 3	 95	 4	Parent	physical/emotional	health	good	 104	 2	 30	 0.8	 17	 0.7	Parent	satisfied	with	life	overall	(not	satisfied)	 82	 1.6	 29	 0.8	 14	 0.6	Financially	prosperous	 23	 0.5	 11	 0.3	 7	 0.3		 	 	 	 	 	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study.	
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Appendix	Table	A6.5.	Cronbach	Alpha	of	parent	regular,	overnight	residency	with	child	variable,	2008-2011.		 	Average	inter	item	covariance:	 0.0350	Number	of	items	in	the	scale:	 2	Scale	reliability	coefficient:	 0.5065	Notes:	Test	scale	=	mean(unstandardized	items)	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study.										
Appendix	Table	A6.6.	Cronbach	alpha	for	parent	satisfaction	with	child	wellbeing	variable,	2008-2011.		
Item	 Obs	 Sign	 Item-test	correlation	 Item-test	correlation	 Average	inter	item	covariance	 alpha	Child	WB	-	peers	 6397	 +	 0.8724	 0.6910	 2.49	 0.8066	Child	WB	-	school	 6259	 +	 0.8725	 0.6859	 2.42	 0.8143	Child	WB	-	life	 6423	 +	 0.8998	 0.7771	 2.37	 0.7326	Test	Scale	 	 	 	 	 2.41	 0.8443	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study.							
	
	
	
Appendix	Table	A6.7.	Cronbach	alpha	for	parent	emotional	and	physical	health	variable,	2008-2011.	
Item	 Obs	 Sign	 Item-test	correlation	 Item-test	correlation	 Average	inter-item	covariance	 alpha	Felt	calm	&	peaceful	 6768	 +	 0.7693	 0.5876	 0.45	 0.7007	Lot	of	energy	 6766	 +	 0.7827	 0.5915	 0.43	 0.6970	Felt	down	 6763	 -	 0.7540	 0.5609	 0.47	 0.7135	Physical	Health	 6796	 +	 0.7702	 0.5355	 0.44	 0.7327	Test	Scale	 	 	 	 	 0.45	 0.7661	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study.				
		
Appendix	Table	A7.1.	Characteristics	of	recently	separated	parents	by	gender	at	first	interview,	CSRS	2008,	weighted.	
	 Mothers	 Fathers	 	
	 n	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	 n	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
P-value	
PARENT	CHARACTERISTICS	 	 	 	 	 	Parent	Age	(yr)	 725	 36.21	(8.62)	 581	 38.98	(8.25)	 0.0000	Annual	Net	Income	($	per	year)			 654	 37451	(21459)	 491	 39730	(26389)	 0.7490	Gender	 727	 56	 582	 44	 	Parent	repartnered	during	the	CSRS?	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 543	 77	 381	 70.	 0.1238	
Yes	 184	 23	 201	 30	 	Education	level	 	 	 	 	 	
Year	10	or	below	 121	 22	 104	 25	 0.1867	
Year	11/12	 176	 25	 133	 21	 	
Trade		/	certificate	/	diploma	 266	 33	 230	 41	 	
Degree	/	postgraduate	 161	 20	 110	 13	 	Main	source	of	income	 	 	 	 	 	
Wage	and		salary	 429	 59	 423	 65	 0.0002	
Self-employed	 35	 3	 87	 15	 	
Government	allowance	 246	 38	 54	 20	 	Parent	is	in	paid	employment?	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 200	 30	 63	 21	 0.1469	
Yes	 527	 70	 519	 79	 	Parent	is	employed	full	time?	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	full-time	 521	 74	 116	 28	 0.0000	
Full-time	 191	 26	 455	 72	 	
FAMILY	CHARACTERISTICS	 	 	 	 	 	Age	of	focus	child	(yr)	b	 727	 7.99	(5.69)	 582	 8.39	(5.0)	 0.4680	Age	of	youngest	shared	child	(yr)		 727	 6.63	(5.34)	 582	 6.96	(4.5)	 0.4420	Total	number	of	children	with	former	partner		 727	 2.15	(1.21)	 581	 2.19	(1.07)	 0.7140	Focus	child	age	at	separation.	a	 716	 6.12	(5.59)	 578	 6.53	(4.94)	 0.3980		 	 	 	 	 	
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Appendix	Table	A7.1.	Characteristics	of	recently	separated	parents	by	gender	at	first	interview,	2008	(continued)		
	 Mothers	 Fathers	 	
	 n	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	 n	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
P-value	Duration	of	parental	(ex)	relationship	(yr)		 718	 11.62	(8.39)	 576	 12.09	(6.9)	 0.471	Gender	of	focus	child	a	 	 	 	 	 	
Male	 357	 40	 300	 45	 0.3509	
Female	 370	 60	 282	 55	 	Focus	child’s	living	arrangements	a	 	 	 	 	 0.0000	
Sole	(>	86%	(313)	nights)	 287	 52	 28	 4	 	
Primary	Care	(65%	(238)	–	85%	(313)	nights)	 194	 31	 16	 3	 	
Shared-time	(35%	(128)	-65%	(237)	nights)	 208	 15	 241	 22	 	
Regular	care	(14%	(52)	–	(127)	35%	nights)	 5	 0	 156	 38	 	
No	care	(<	14%	(51)	nights)	 11	 2	 123	 33	 	Relationship	status	on	separation		 	 	 	 	 	
Not	married	 173	 25	 112	 23	 0.6266	
Married	 554	 75	 470	 77	 	Attended	mediation	or	dispute	resolution	after	separation?	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 497	 80	 394	 80	 0.9574	
Yes	 225	 20	 186	 20	 	Distance	between	parental	residences		 	 	 	 	 	
0-30km	 558	 73	 456	 72	 0.6709	
31-100km	 73	 12	 56	 9	 	
101-300km	 16	 5	 20	 5	 	
>301km	 50	 10	 39	 14	 	Former	partner	repartnered?	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 426	 70	 335	 66	 0.4514	
Yes	 175	 30	 145	 34	 	
HOUSEHOLD	CHARACTERISTICS	 	 	 	 	 	Annual	Net	household	income	($)	 600	 42886	(27443)	 431	 47151	(32633)	 0.114	Housing	tenure		 	 	 	 	 	
		
Appendix	Table	A7.1.	Characteristics	of	recently	separated	parents	by	gender	at	first	interview,	2008	(continued)		
	 Mothers	 Fathers	 	
	 n	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	 n	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
P-value	
Renting	(or	other)	house/apartment/unit	 429	 65	 353	 75	 	
Own	or	purchasing	house/apartment/unit	 287	 35	 220	 25	 0.0365	Other	adult	family	reside	in	household?	b	 	 	 	 	 	
No		 655	 90	 509	 82	 0.0278	
Yes	 72	 10	 72	 18	 	Other	adults	(non-family)	reside	in	household?	c	 	 	 	 	 	
No		 710	 96	 554	 93	 0.4124	
Yes	 17	 4	 27	 7	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study	a	The	child	support	reform	study	asked	participants	questions	in	relation	to	one	of	the	children	they	shared	with	their	former	partner.	This	child	is	referred	to	as	the	‘focus’	child	and	was	randomly	selected.	b	Other	adult	family	members	in	household	may	include	parents,	siblings,	uncles,	aunts.	c		Other	adult	non-family	members	in	household	may	include	friends,	nannies/babysitters,	flatmate/boarder	d	Other	children	in	household	may	include	children	born	or	adopted	by	participant	and	a	different	former	partner;	foster	child,	or	step	child	from	another	union;	children	of	other	family	members.
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Appendix	Table	A8.1.	Participation	in	CSRS	surveys	by	gender,	2008-2011	
	
Two	
Surveys	 	 Three	Surveys	 	 Total		 n	 %	 n	 %	 	Fathers	 315	 30	 739	 70	 1054	Mothers	 422	 29	 1038	 71	 1460	
Total	 737	 29	 1777	 71	 2514		 	 	 71%	 	 100%	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study		
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Appendix	Table	A8.2.	Sample	characteristics	by	gender	at	time	of	first	interview,	2008	
	
Mothers		
(N=1460;	
55.97%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
Fathers		
(N=1054;	
44.03%)		
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	 P-value	
PARENT	CHARACTERISTICS	 	 	 	Parent	Age	(yr)	 37.96	(7.23)	 41.13	(7.98)	 0.0000	Education	level	 	 	 	
Year	10	or	below	 21	 26	 0.1803	
Year	11/12	 23	 23	 	
Trade		/	certificate	/	diploma	 37	 38	 	
Degree	/	postgraduate	 19	 13	 	Income	($	per	year)			 38363	(17488)	 37445	(22057)	 0.5040	Main	source	of	income	 	 	 	
Wage	and	salary	 57	 68	 0.0000	
Self-employed	 3	 13	 	
Government	allowance	 40	 19	 	Parent	is	in	paid	employment?	 	 	 	
No	 30	 20	 0.0055	
Yes	 70	 80	 	Parent	is	employed	full	time?	 	 	 	
Not	full-time	 72	 29	 0.0000	
Full-time	 28	 71	 	
FAMILY	CHARACTERISTICS	 	 	 	Age	of	focus	child	(yr)	b	 9.67	(4.28)	 9.64	(3.92)	 0.902	Age	of	youngest	shared	child	(yr)		 8.40	(4.13)	 8.54	(3.72)	 0.586	Gender	of	focus	child	b	 	 	 	
Male	 48	 51	 0.5449	
Female	 52	 49	 	Youngest	child	living	arrangements	c	 	 	 0.0000	
Non	resident	child	 8	 78	 	
Resident	child	<5yrs	 24	 1	 	
Resident	child	>5yrs	 63	 9	 	
Shared-time	<5	yrs	 1	 4	 	
Shared-time	>5	yrs	 4	 8	 	Focus	child	living	arrangements	bc		 	 	 0.0000	
Resident	mother	–	Nonresident	father	 87	 78	 	
Resident	father	–	Nonresident	mother	 8	 11	 	
Shared-time	 5	 11	 	Focus	child	living	arrangements	(#	nights)	bd	 	 	 	
Sole	–Primary	Care	 83	 9	 0.0000	
Shared-time	Care	 9	 20	 	
Non-primary	Care	 8	 71	 	Total	number	of	children	with	former	partner		 2.05	(1.05)	 2.06	(0.98)	 0.9240	Focus	child	age	at	separation	(years)	b	 4.48	(3.99)	 4.66	(3.88)	 0.5850	Relationship	status	on	separation		 	 	 	
Not	married	 27	 27	 0.8528	
Married	 73	 73	 	Duration	of	parental	(former)	relationship	(yr)	 9.65	(6.51)	 10.26	(5.85)	 0.1330	Duration	of	Separation	(yr)	 5.65	(3.86)	 5.29	(3.46)	 0.1670				 	 	 	
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Appendix	Table	A8.2.	Sample	characteristics	by	gender	at	time	of	first	interview,	2008	(continued)	
	
	
Mothers		
(N=1460;	
55.97%)	
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	
Fathers		
(N=1054;	
44.03%)		
%	or	Mean	
(SD)	 P-value	Attended	mediation	or	dispute	resolution?	 	 	 	
No	 75	 77	 0.4013	
Yes	 25	 23	 	Distance	between	parental	residences		 	 	 	
0-30km	 61	 66	 0.4492	
31-100km	 13	 12	 	
101-300km	 8	 8	 	
>301km	 18	 14	 	Former	partner	repartnered?	 	 	 	
No	 52	 54	 0.6263	
Yes	 48	 46	 	
HOUSEHOLD	CHARACTERISTICS	 	 	 	Annual	household	income	($)	 40833	(24250)	 41090	(36361)	 0.8890	Housing	tenure		 	 	 	
Renting	(or	other)	house/apartment/unit	 62	 68	 0.1116	
Own	or	purchasing	house/apartment/unit	 38	 32	 	Other	family	reside	in	household?		 	 	 	
No		 91	 82	 0.0001	
Yes	 9	 18	 	Other	adults	(boarders)	reside	in	household?		 	 	 	
No		 97	 91	 0.0111	
Yes	 3	 9	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted	a	The	total	number	of	participants	for	each	item	varies	as	not	all	participants	answered	all	items.	b		The	child	support	reform	study	asked	participants	questions	in	relation	to	one	of	the	children	they	shared	with	their	former	partner.	This	child	is	referred	to	as	the	‘focus’	child.	c		A	parent	is	classified	as	‘resident’	if	the	participant	indicated	they	usually	live	with	their	child	more	than	50%	or	all	of	the	time;	 ‘non-resident’	 if	 live	with	child	 less	than	50%	or	never;	shared-time	care	if	roughly	50/50	split.	d	 	 A	 parent	 is	 classified	 as	 having	 primary	 care	 if	 the	 child	 resides	 in	 household	more	 than	 66%	 of	 nights,	shared-time	 care	 if	 child	 resides	 in	 household	 between	 36%-66%	 of	 nights,	 and	 non-resident	 care	 if	 child	resides	in	household	for	0-35%	of	nights.		
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Appendix	Table	A8.3.	Parenting	category	a	by	interview	time	and	gender,	Australia,	2008-2011	
	 	 Primary	Care	 Shared-time	
Non-Primary	
Care	 Total	 p	
Time	0		 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 		 Fathers	 95	 9	 424	 20	 509	 71	 1028	 100	 0.0000		 Mothers	 1043	 83	 324	 9	 49	 8	 1416	 100	 	
Time	1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		 Fathers	 138	 13	 407	 18	 502	 69	 1047	 100	 0.0000		 Mothers	 1049	 82	 329	 9	 75	 9	 1453	 100	 	
Time	2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 		 Fathers	 99	 14	 271	 18	 365	 68	 735	 100	 	0.0000		 Mothers	 751	 83	 217	 8	 62	 9	 1030	 100	 		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	a	 A	 parent	 is	 classified	 as	 having	 primary	 care	 if	 the	 child	 resides	 in	 household	more	 than	 66%	 of	 nights,	shared-time	 care	 if	 child	 resides	 in	 household	 between	 36%-66%	 of	 nights,	 and	 non-resident	 care	 if	 child	resides	in	household	for	0-35%	of	nights.						
Appendix	Table	A8.4.	Information	provided	about	former	partner’s	relationship	status	by	gender	and	participation	in	interviews,	2008-2011.	Participant	 2	Interviews	 	 3	Interviews	 	 Total		 n	 %	 n	 %	 	Fathers	 273	 	 617	 	 890	Mothers	 348	 	 877	 	 1225	
Sub	Total	 621	 25	 1494	 59	 2115	
Missing	 116	 5	 283	 11	 399	
Total	 737	 30	 1777	 70	 2514	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study	(2008-2011)	
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Appendix	Table	A8.5.	Participant	reports	of	relationship	status	of	former	partner	by	gender,	2008-2011.	
Former	Partner	Relationship	History	a	 	 		 		 		
Interview	 	
	 	 	Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2	 	
	 	 	2008	 2010	 2011	 Mothers	 Fathers	 Total	 %	
Relationship	status	did	not	change	
Single		 	 	 	 	 	 	Single	 Single	 Single	 277	 193	 470	 19%	Single	 Single	 .	a	 155	 133	 288	 11%	Single	 .	 Single	 34	 19	 53	 2%	.	 Single	 Single	 25	 23	 48	 2%	
	 	 Subtotal	 	 	 	 34%	
Repartnered	 	 	 	 	 	 	Repartner	 Repartner	 .		 148	 108	 256	 10%	Repartner	 Repartner	 Repartner	 275	 175	 450	 18%	.	 Repartner	 Repartner	 31	 19	 50	 2%	Repartner	 .	 Repartner	 8	 8	 16	 1%	
	 	 Subtotal	 	 	 	 31%	
Repartnered	during	study	
Single	-	Repartner	 	 	 	 	 	Single	 Single	 39	 39	 34	 73	 3%	Single	 Repartner	 38	 38	 31	 69	 3%	Single	 Repartner	 75	 75	 31	 106	 4%	Single	 Repartner	 10	 10	 14	 24	 1%	.	 Single	 10	 10	 7	 17	 1%	Single	 .	 12	 12	 7	 19	 1%	Repartner	 Single	 17	 17	 9	 26	 1%	
	 	 	 	 	 	 14%	
Repartnered	then	separated	during	study	
Repartner	-	Single	 	 	 	 	 	Repartner	 Single	 Single	 17	 21	 38	 2%	.	 Repartner	 Single	 4	 1	 5	 0%	Repartner	 Single	 .		 12	 14	 26	 1%	Repartner	 Repartner	 Single	 23	 17	 40	 2%	Repartner	 .	 Single	 7	 4	 11	 0%	
	 	 Subtotal	 	 	 	 5%	
Former	relationship	status	incomplete	.	 .	 .	 86	 68	 154	 6%	Single	 .	 .	 56	 52	 108	 4%	.	 .	 Single	 10	 6	 16	 0%	.	 .	 Repartner	 12	 13	 25	 1%	.	 Single	 .	 36	 17	 53	 2%	.	 Repartner	 .	 21	 10	 31	 1%	Repartner	 .	 .	 22	 20	 42	 2%	
	 	 Subtotal	 	 	 	 16%	
TOTAL	 	 1054	 2514	 100%	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study		a	.	indicates	the	participant	was	not	interviewed	at	this	survey,	or	that	they	did	not	know	or	refused	to	answer	the	former	partner	relationship	status	item.	
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Appendix	Table	A8.6a.	Parenting	time	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
Regular	overnight	care	
of	child?	 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 p	
Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 11	 3	 37	 2	 22	 3	 0.7090	
Yes	 1188	 97	 1162	 98	 793	 97	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 3	 9	 6	 10	 9	 15	 0.8053	
Yes	 166	 91	 163	 90	 122	 85	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 1	 13	 3	 17	 1	 1	 0.2576	
Yes	 91	 87	 88	 83	 91	 99	 	
p	 0.2510	 	 0.0129	 	 0.0373	 	 	
Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 138	 27	 157	 36	 109	 37	 0.1483	
Yes	 652	 73	 633	 64	 412	 63	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 28	 27	 30	 24	 34	 38	 0.2470	
Yes	 151	 73	 150	 76	 99	 62	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 13	 19	 16	 21	 20	 32	 0.3433	
Yes	 71	 81	 68	 79	 64	 68	 	
p	 0.5918	 	 0.0764	 	 0.8182	 	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Appendix	Table	A8.6b.	Parenting	time	by	time	of	interview	and	gender,	2008-2011.	 	
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2		 Parenting	Time	 %	 %	 %	Single	Mothers	 Regular	Overnight	 97	 98	 97	Single	Fathers	 Regular	Overnight	 73	 64	 63		 p	 0.0000	 0.0000	 0.0000	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Regular	Overnight	 91	 90	 85	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Regular	Overnight	 73	 76	 62		 p	 0.0789	 0.1338	 0.1470	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Regular	Overnight	 87	 83	 99	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Regular	Overnight	 81	 79	 68		 p	 0.6530	 0.7673	 0.0000	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
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Appendix	Table	A8.7a.	Child	support	compliance	(Payee	Mothers/Payer	Fathers)	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
Payer	Father	Child	
Support	Compliant?	 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 p	
Payee	Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 311	 36	 286	 38	 190	 37	 0.8450	
Yes	 575	 64	 508	 62	 384	 63	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 44	 38	 42	 42	 32	 25	 0.2323	
Yes	 69	 62	 69	 58	 54	 75	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 23	 53	 26	 43	 23	 54	 0.7417	
Yes	 36	 47	 36	 57	 33	 46	 	
p	 0.2372	 	 0.8411	 	 0.0923	 	 	
Payer	Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 48	 13	 30	 11	 20	 10	 0.8010	
Yes	 455	 87	 418	 89	 248	 90	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 8	 6	 11	 11	 3	 4	 0.2929	
Yes	 129	 94	 115	 89	 88	 96	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 7	 5	 5	 4	 4	 7	 0.8254	
Yes	 55	 95	 54	 96	 56	 93	 	
p	 0.0961	 	 0.5169	 	 0.5150	 	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Appendix	Table	A8.7b.	Child	support	compliance	(Payee	Mothers/Payer	Fathers)	by	time	of	interview	and	gender,	2008-2011.		
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2	
Reporter	 Payer	Father	
Child	Support	
Compliant		 %	 %	 %	Single	Payee	Mothers	 Compliant	 64	 62	 63	Single	Payer	Fathers	 Compliant	 87	 89	 90		 p	 0.0000	 0.0000	 0.0000	Payee	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Compliant	 62	 58	 75	Payer	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Compliant	 94	 89	 96		 p	 0.0000	 0.0028	 0.0070	Payee	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Compliant	 47	 57	 46	Payer	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Compliant	 95	 96	 93		 p	 0.0000	 0.0000	 0.0000	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
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Appendix	Table	A8.8a.	Child	support	compliance	(Payer	Mothers/Payee	Fathers)by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
Payer	Mother	Child	
Support	Compliant?	 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 p	
Payer	Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 4	 1	 18	 15	 3	 13	 0.122	
Yes	 38	 99	 42	 85	 32	 87	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 2	 35	 2	 44	 0	 0	 0.6878	
Yes	 7	 65	 7	 56	 3	 100	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 0	 0	 1	 3	 1	 6	 0.7843	
Yes	 4	 100	 6	 97	 5	 94	 	
p	 0.0018	 	 0.1434	 	 0.7449	 	 	
Payee	Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 38	 53	 33	 53	 35	 55	 0.9634	
Yes	 39	 47	 35	 47	 32	 45	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 3	 84	 6	 98	 4	 70	 0.2838	
Yes	 1	 16	 1	 2	 2	 30	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 4	 62	 4	 73	 41	 2	 0.6578	
Yes	 4	 38	 2	 27	 59	 2	 	
p	 0.3833	 	 0.0339	 	 0.7423	 	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Appendix	Table	A8.8b.	Child	support	compliance	(Payer	Mothers/Payee	Fathers)	by	time	of	interview	and	gender,	2008-2011.		
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2	
Reporter	 Payer	Mother	
Child	Support	
Compliant		 %	 %	 %	Single	Payer	Mothers	 Compliant	 99	 85	 87	Single	Payee	Fathers	 Compliant	 47	 47	 45		 p	 0.0000	 0.0020	 0.0080	Payer	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Compliant	 65	 56	 100	Payee	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Compliant	 16	 2	 30		 p	 0.1321	 0.0001	 0.1620	Payer	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Compliant	 100	 97	 94	Payee	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Compliant	 38	 27	 2		 p	 0.0798	 0.0000	 0.1012	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
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Appendix	Table	A8.9a.	Payee	mother	and	payer	father	reports	of	informal	child	support	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
Payer	Father	Provides	
Informal	Child	
Support?	 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 p	
Payee	Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 762	 79	 596	 68	 401	 70	 0.0030	
Yes	 230	 21	 336	 32	 239	 30	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 101	 85	 90	 81	 66	 72	 0.2525	
Yes	 31	 15	 39	 19	 30	 28	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 53	 82	 48	 81	 36	 59	 0.0979	
Yes	 16	 18	 22	 19	 26	 41	 	
p	 0.5470	 	 0.0361	 	 0.6082	 	 	
Payer	Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 204	 49	 120	 39	 72	 36	 0.1370	
Yes	 350	 51	 403	 61	 241	 64	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 52	 47	 31	 29	 17	 29	 0.1161	
Yes	 96	 53	 114	 71	 84	 71	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 22	 47	 10	 21	 13	 32	 0.1129	
Yes	 45	 53	 58	 79	 55	 68	 	
p	 	 0.9555	 	 0.1132	 	 0.7869	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Appendix	Table	A8.9b.	Payee	mother	and	payer	father	reports	of	informal	child	support	by	time	of	interview	and	gender,	2008-2011.		
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2	
Reporter	 Payer	Father	
Provides	
Informal	Child	
Support		 %	 %	 %	Single	Payee	Mothers	 Received	 21	 32	 30	Single	Payer	Fathers	 Provided	 51	 61	 64	
	 p	 0.000	 0.000	 0.000	Payee	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Received	 15	 19	 28	Payer	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Provided	 53	 71	 71	
	 p	 0.000	 0.0000	 0.001	Payee	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Received	 18	 19	 41	Payer	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Provided	 53	 79	 68		 p	 0.0039	 0.000	 0.0889	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.		
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Appendix	Table	A8.10a.	Payer	mother	and	payee	father	reports	of	informal	child	support	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
Payer	Mother	Provides	
Informal	Child	
Support?	 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 p	
Payer	Mothers		 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 24	 53	 10	 14	 7	 20	 0.0070	
Yes	 27	 47	 62	 86	 32	 80	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 5	 56	 1	 1	 0	 0	 0.0229	
Yes	 5	 44	 8	 99	 5	 100	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 2	 44	 2	 10	 2	 16	 0.3317	
Yes	 2	 56	 5	 90	 4	 84	 	
p	 	 0.9318	 	 0.1734	 	 0.6862	 	
Payee	Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 53	 65	 53	 58	 38	 45	 0.2607	
Yes	 37	 35	 41	 42	 41	 55	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 4	 100	 6	 84	 2	 53	 0.2685	
Yes	 0	 0	 3	 16	 4	 47	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 5	 59	 4	 94	 4	 100	 0.1055	
Yes	 4	 41	 2	 6	 0	 0	 	
p	 	 0.3854	 	 0.0591	 	 0.3369	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Appendix	Table	A8.10b.	Payer	mother	and	payee	father	reports	of	informal	child	support	by	time	of	interview	and	gender,	2008-2011.		
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2	
Reporter	 Payer	Mother	
Provides	
Informal	Child	
Support		 %	 %	 %	Single	Payer	Mothers	 Provided	 47	 86	 80	Single	Payee	Fathers	 Received	 35	 42	 55	
	 p	 0.3880	 0.000	 0.0940	Payer	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Provided	 44	 99	 100	Payee	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Received	 56	 90	 84	
	 p	 0.1617	 0.0000	 0.2120	Payer	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Provided	 18	 19	 41	Payee	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Received	 41	 6	 0		 p	 0.6762	 0.0000	 0.0011	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.		
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Appendix	Table	A9.1a.	Perceived	close	parent–child	relationship	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
	
n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 p	
Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Close	 15	 3	 31	 1	 17	 2	 0.1583	
Close	 1074	 97	 1164	 99	 797	 98	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Close	 1	 7	 2	 6	 3	 1	 0.4307	
Close	 156	 93	 167	 94	 128	 99	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Close	 0	 0	 2	 7	 0	 0	 0.2647	
Close	 84	 100	 90	 93	 92	 100	 	
p	 	 0.6711	 	 0.0782	 	 0.3537	 	
Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Close	 51	 19	 77	 21	 43	 16	 0.6992	
Close	 722	 81	 708	 79	 477	 84	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Close	 8	 9	 13	 9	 15	 19	 0.2512	
Close	 171	 91	 167	 91	 118	 81	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Close	 5	 6	 9	 14	 10	 15	 0.3323	
Close	 78	 94	 75	 86	 74	 85	 	
p	 	 0.0535	 	 0.1358	 	 0.8729	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Appendix	Table	A9.1b.	Perceived	close	parent–child	relationship	by	survey	and	gender,	2008-2011.		
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2		 Parent–Child	
Relationship	 %	 %	 %	Single	Mothers	 Close	 97	 99	 98	Single	Fathers	 Close	 81	 79	 84		 p	 0.0010	 0.0000	 0.0000	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Close	 93	 94	 99	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Close	 91	 91	 81		 p	 0.8033	 0.7364	 0.0000	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Close	 100	 93	 100	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Close	 94	 86	 85		 p	 0.0905	 0.4552	 0.0044	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
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Appendix	Table	A9.2a.	Nature	of	co-parent	relationship	ab	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
	
n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 p	
Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Positive	a	 710	 55	 659	 54	 424	 53	 0.8721	
Positive	b	 484	 45	 505	 46	 376	 47	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Positive	 109	 54	 95	 59	 64	 52	 0.8132	
Positive	 60	 46	 69	 41	 64	 48	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Positive	 45	 57	 53	 74	 52	 56	 0.2663	
Positive	 47	 43	 38	 26	 39	 44	 	
p	 	 0.9578	 	 0.1054	 	 0.9416	 	
Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Positive	 397	 51	 374	 50	 235	 49	 0.9068	
Positive	 384	 49	 400	 50	 279	 51	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Positive	 88	 38	 93	 44	 70	 42	 0.8199	
Positive	 90	 62	 83	 56	 72	 58	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Not	Positive	 47	 46	 39	 43	 44	 55	 0.5209	
Positive	 37	 54	 44	 57	 37	 45	 	
p	 	 0.184	 	 0.5729	 	 0.5078	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
a		participant	describes	co-parental	relationship	as	‘distant’,	‘fearful’,	lots	of	conflict’	
b	participant	describes	co-parental	relationship	as	‘co-operative’,	‘friendly’		
Appendix	Table	A9.2b.	Nature	of	co-parent	relationship	by	gender	2008-2011.		
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2		 Co-parent	
Relationship	 %	 %	 %	Single	Mothers	 Positive	 45	 46	 47	Single	Fathers	 Positive	 49	 50	 51		 p	 0.3700	 0.3820	 0.3840	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Positive	 46	 41	 48	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Positive	 62	 56	 58		 p	 0.1165	 0.1446	 0.4050	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Positive	 43	 26	 44	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Positive	 54	 57	 45		 p	 0.3713	 0.0041	 0.9140	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.		
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Appendix	Table	A9.3a.	Co-parent	conflict	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
	
n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 p	
Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Low	Conflict	 544	 51	 661	 62	 518	 71	 0.000	
High	Conflict	 652	 50	 535	 38	 295	 39	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Low	Conflict	 65	 49	 88	 51	 85	 47	 0.9559	
High	Conflict	 104	 51	 80	 49	 46	 53	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Low	Conflict	 47	 49	 44	 44	 53	 51	 0.873	
High	Conflict	 45	 51	 48	 56	 39	 49	 	
p	 	 0.9711	 	 0.1147	 	 0.007	 	
Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Low	Conflict	 435	 53	 509	 69	 358	 66	 0.006	
High	Conflict	 353	 47	 279	 31	 164	 34	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Low	Conflict	 95	 63	 101	 68	 83	 73	 0.5678	
High	Conflict	 85	 37	 78	 32	 48	 27	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Low	Conflict	 42	 48	 48	 51	 49	 57	 0.7503	
High	Conflict	 42	 52	 35	 49	 35	 43	 	
p	 	 0.2544	 	 0.1121	 	 0.3511	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Appendix	Table	A9.3b.	Co-parent	conflict	by	gender	and	time	of	interview,	2008-2011.	 	
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2		 Co-parent	Conflict	 %	 %	 %	Single	Mothers	 Mod-High	 50	 38	 39	Single	Fathers	 Mod-High	 47	 31	 34		 p	 1	 0.0920	 0.2995	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Mod-High	 51	 49	 53	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Mod-High	 37	 32	 27		 p	 0.1475	 0.0670	 0.0276	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Mod-High	 51	 56	 49	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Mod-High	 52	 49	 43		 p	 0.9490	 0.5994	 0.6843	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
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Appendix	Table	A9.4a.	Co-parent	communication	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
	
n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 p	
Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Non-Frequent	Comm.	 531	 49	 640	 59	 459	 62	 0.003	
Frequent	Comm.	 652	 51	 550	 41	 355	 38	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Non-Frequent	Comm.	 76	 44	 92	 58	 75	 58	 0.4279	
Frequent	Comm.	 93	 56	 76	 42	 56	 42	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Non-Frequent	Comm.	 30	 48	 39	 59	 49	 69	 0.2820	
Frequent	Comm.	 61	 52	 53	 41	 43	 31	 	
p	 0.8093	 	 0.9847	 	 0.6636	 	 	
Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Non-Frequent	Comm.	 279	 37	 350	 48	 263	 57	 0.0023	
Frequent	Comm.	 503	 63	 435	 52	 253	 43	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Non-Frequent	Comm.	 49	 28	 73	 48	 61	 52	 0.0251	
Frequent	Comm.	 130	 72	 107	 52	 72	 48	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Non-Frequent	Comm.	 22	 27	 33	 32	 39	 51	 0.0786	
Frequent	Comm.	 59	 73	 51	 68	 45	 49	 	
p	 0.2372	 	 0.2091	 	 0.6339	 	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Appendix	Table	A9.4b.	Frequency	of	co-parent	communication	by	time	of	interview	and	gender,	2008-2011.		
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2		 Co-parent	
Communication	 %	 %	 %	Single	Mothers	 Frequent	 51	 41	 38	Single	Fathers	 Frequent	 63	 52	 43		 p	 0.0060	 0.0230	 0.3550	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Frequent	 56	 42	 42	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Frequent	 72	 52	 48		 p	 0.0732	 0.3676	 0.6058	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Frequent	 52	 41	 31	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Frequent	 73	 68	 49		 p	 0.0998	 0.0253	 0.1207	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted		
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Appendix	Table	A10.1a.	Parent	satisfaction	of	child	well	being	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
Is	parent	satisfied	with	
child	wellbeing?	 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 p	
Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 348	 35	 387	 37	 252	 37	 0.8927	
Yes	 684	 65	 764	 63	 534	 63	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 40	 26	 51	 21	 39	 26	 0.7689	
Yes	 112	 74	 113	 79	 88	 74	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 24	 33	 28	 27	 33	 34	 0.8390	
Yes	 58	 67	 61	 73	 58	 66	 	
p	 0.4493	 	 0.0287	 	 0.3377	 	 	
Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 296	 42	 273	 44	 175	 40	 0.7958	
Yes	 390	 58	 425	 56	 291	 60	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 53	 35	 61	 45	 44	 42	 0.5731	
Yes	 104	 65	 105	 55	 71	 58	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 35	 54	 29	 43	 31	 45	 0.6526	
Yes	 37	 46	 43	 57	 44	 55	 	
p	 0.2455	 	 0.9706	 	 0.8368	 	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Appendix	Table	A10.1b.	Parent	satisfaction	of	child	well	being	by	time	of	interview	and	gender,	2008-2011.		
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2		 Parent	is satisfied	
with	child-wellbeing	 	 	 	Single	Mothers	 Satisfied	 65	 37	 37	Single	Fathers	 Satisfied	 48	 63	 63		 p	 0.153	 0.175	 0.6975	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Satisfied	 74	 79	 74	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Satisfied	 65	 55	 58		 p	 0.3241	 0.0032	 0.126	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Satisfied	 67	 73	 66	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Satisfied	 46	 57	 55		 p	 0.1103	 0.2015	 0.3557	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
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Appendix	Table	A10.2a.	Parent	physical	and	emotional	wellbeing	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
Does	parent	consider	
their	emotional	and	
physical	health	to	be	
good?	 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	 p	
Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 809	 71	 829	 74	 529	 69	 0.3930	
Yes	 366	 29	 359	 26	 276	 31	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 105	 72	 97	 60	 71	 55	 0.3019	
Yes	 60	 28	 71	 40	 60	 45	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 57	 72	 57	 72	 56	 76	 0.8919	
Yes	 32	 28	 35	 28	 36	 24	 	
p	 0.9690	 	 0.1372	 	 0.1420	 	 	
Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 542	 75	 516	 73	 331	 69	 0.4607	
Yes	 242	 25	 267	 27	 189	 31	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 111	 68	 107	 62	 80	 67	 0.7737	
Yes	 68	 32	 73	 38	 52	 33	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 52	 70	 50	 49	 47	 58	 0.1926	
Yes	 30	 30	 33	 51	 37	 42	 	
p	 	 0.4341	 	 0.0065	 	 0.4093	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Appendix	Table	A10.2b.	Parent	physical	and	emotional	wellbeing	by	time	of	interview	and	gender,	2008-2011.		
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2		 Parent	Health		 	 	 	Single	Mothers	 Good		 29	 26	 31	Single	Fathers	 Good		 25	 27	 31		 P	 0.2880	 0.9040	 0.9940	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Good		 28	 40	 45	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Good		 32	 38	 33		 P	 0.5954	 0.8285	 0.2600	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Good		 28	 28	 24	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Good		 30	 51	 42		 p	 0.8229	 0.0491	 0.0848	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
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Appendix	Table	A10.3a.	Parent	financially	prosperous	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
Does	parent	consider	
themselves	to	be	
financially	
prosperous?	 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	
p	
Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 913	 76	 838	 71	 541	 69	 0.1240	
Yes	 283	 24	 356	 29	 272	 31	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 118	 59	 85	 53	 70	 58	 0.8665	
Yes	 51	 41	 84	 47	 61	 42	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 66	 67	 58	 63	 39	 52	 0.5463	
Yes	 26	 33	 34	 37	 53	 48	 	
p	 0.0600	 	 0.0600	 	 0.1453	 	 	
Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 579	 77	 511	 73	 325	 73	 0.5768	
Yes	 207	 23	 276	 27	 196	 27	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 123	 67	 96	 56	 63	 56	 0.3528	
Yes	 57	 33	 84	 44	 68	 44	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 62	 74	 65	 52	 54	 48	 0.1764	
Yes	 22	 26	 35	 32	 46	 36	 	
p	 0.2132	 	 0.0160	 	 0.0101	 	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.		
Appendix	Table	A10.3b.	Perceived	close	parent–child	relationship	by	time	of	interview	and	gender,	2008-2011.		
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2		 Parent	Financially	
Prosperous	 	 	 	Single	Mothers	 Prosperous	 24	 29	 31	Single	Fathers	 Prosperous	 23	 27	 27		 p	 0.6540	 0.4890	 0.3650	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Prosperous	 41	 47	 42	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Prosperous	 33	 44	 44		 p	 0.3734	 0.7918	 0.8630	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Prosperous	 33	 37	 48	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Prosperous	 26	 32	 36		 p	 .5707	 0.8650	 0.8792	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
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Appendix	Table	A10.4a.	Parent	life	satisfaction	by	time	of	interview	and	relationship	status,	2008-2011.	
	
Time	0	
	
Time	1	
	
Time	2	
	
	
Parent	satisfied	with	
life?	 n	 %	 n	 %	 n	 %	
p	
Mothers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 277	 25	 230	 20	 137	 21	 0.3140	
Yes	 904	 75	 958	 80	 673	 79	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 31	 16	 11	 6	 14	 7	 0.0321	
Yes	 137	 84	 158	 94	 117	 93	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 15	 23	 12	 20	 5	 16	 0.8547	
Yes	 76	 77	 80	 80	 87	 84	 	
p	 0.3019	 	 0.0475	 	 0.1790	 	 	
Fathers	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
Single	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 299	 44	 213	 37	 130	 31	 0.1058	
Yes	 472	 56	 567	 63	 388	 69	 	
Repartner	T0-T1	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 48	 20	 19	 8	 16	 12	 0.0734	
Yes	 132	 80	 159	 92	 116	 88	 	
Repartner	T1-T2	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	
No	 38	 51	 18	 22	 6	 6	 0.000	
Yes	 44	 49	 66	 78	 78	 94	 	
p	 	 0.0005	 	 0.000	 	 0.0003	 	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.			
Appendix	Table	A10.4b.	Parent	life	satisfaction	by	time	of	interview	and	gender,	2008-2011.	 	
	
Time	0	 Time	1	 Time	2		 Parent	life	
satisfaction	 	 	 	Single	Mothers	 Satisfied	 75	 80	 79	Single	Fathers	 Satisfied	 56	 63	 69		 p	 0.0000	 0.0000	 0.0000	Mother	Repartner	T0-T1	 Satisfied	 84	 94	 93	Father	Repartner	T0-T1	 Satisfied	 80	 92	 88		 p	 0.4985	 0.5968	 0.291	Mother	Repartner	T1-T2	 Satisfied	 77	 80	 84	Father	Repartner	T1-T2	 Satisfied	 49	 78	 94		 p	 0.0232	 0.8708	 0.2916	Source:	Child	Support	Reform	Study,	weighted.	
 
 
 	
